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TT  IS  our  purpose  to  review  in  this  pamphlet  our  united  front 
A struggles  since  March,  1933.  We  do  this  in  order  to  gain  a 
fuller  understanding  of  what  has  happened  and  of  the  tasks  con- 
fronting us  at  present. 

But,  it  may  be  asked,  why  only  since  March,  1933?  The  reason 
should  be  obvious.  The  coming  of  Hitler- fascism  into  power,  and 
the  subsequent  growth  of  fascization  all  over  the  imperialist  world, 
have  brought  about  “big  changes  in  the  working  class  and  in  the 
^ labor  movement”  (O.  Piatnitsky,  “Problems  of  the  International 
SI  Trade  Union  Movement”,  The  Communist  International y Vol.  XI, 
No.  22,  Nov.  20,  1934,  p.  758).  Comrade  Piatnitsky  finds  a 
double  process  taking  place  “after  the  temporary  defeat  of  the  Ger- 
man working  class  in  January,  1933,  and  the  breakdown  of  Ger- 
man Social-Democracy,  and  in  particular  after  the  February  events 
in  1934  in  Austria”  ( Ibid.,  p.  758.) 

What  is  the  nature  of  this  double  process?  “.  . . not  only  was 
there  disillusionment  at  the  reformist  policy  and  in  some  places  deser- 
tion from  the  Social-Democratic  Party,  but  the  more  class  conscious 
Insection  of  the  workers  in  the  reformist  unions  also  displayed  a grow- 
ing desire  for  the  united  front,  for  organizational  unity  and,  in 
certain  places  a desire  for  joining  the  Communists.”  (Ibid.,  p.  759.) 
This  double  process  is  taking  place  everywhere  in  the  imperialist  and 
^colonial  world,  but  is  developing  unevenly,  taking  on  especially  rapid 
l tempos  in  countries  where  the  general  crisis  of  capitalism  is  deepest, 
^ such  as  Germany,  Austria,  etc.  Moreover,  “these  changes  in  the 
working  class  and  in  the  labor  movement  are  taking  place  in  circum- 
stances of  profound  economic  crisis,  when  the  crisis  of  capitalism  is 
v ^sharpening”  (Ibid.,  p.  759).  It  is  this  fact  which  gives  the  present 
urge  of  the  masses  towards  unity  of  action  its  peculiar  characteristics 
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in  distinction  from  the  similar  mass  urge  in  1918-1920.  In  what 
Way? 

In  1918-1920,  the  social-democratic  and  trade  union  leaders, 
while  ruthlessly  suppressing  the  revolutionary  movement  (Germany, 
Austria,  etc.),  were  still  able  to  hold  out  before  the  workers  the 
promise  of  various  reforms  in  which  the  masses  felt  interested.  This 
enabled  Social-Democracy  to  maneuver  in  order  to  check  the  mass 
urge  towards  the  united  front.  At  the  present  time  the  reformist 
leaders  are  in  no  such  position  to  maneuver.  They  can  offer  the  work- 
ers nothing  because  the  chief  policy  of  the  bourgeoisie  everywhere 
is  to  get  out  of  the  crisis  at  the  expense  of  the  workers.  And  in  this 
the  reformist  leaders  support  the  bourgeoisie.  Naturally,  in  a country 
like  the  United  States,  where  the  maneuvering  powers  of  the  capi- 
talists are  still  considerable  and  are  larger  than  those  of  the  capitalists 
of  other  countries,  the  reformist  leaders  here  have  also  larger  man- 
euvering possibilities  than  have  their  German  or  Austrian  brethren. 
But  in  the  U.S.  also  these  maneuvering  possibilities — the  offer  of 
reforms — are  constantly  narrowing  down,  due  to  the  deepening 
crisis  and  sharpening  class  struggle.  The  consequence  is  that  the 
reformist  leaders  find  it  ever  more  difficult  to  check  the  mass  urge 
of  the  American  workers  (and  other  toilers)  towards  the  united  front 
for  which  the  Communist  Party  is  fighting. 

The  Communists  have  always  advocated  and  fought  for  the 
united  front,  the  unity  of  action  of  all  workers,  regardless  of  political 
affiliation,  against  the  common  enemy.  The  very  rise  of  the  Com- 
munist International,  and  of  Communist  Sections  all  over  the  world, 
was  directed  towards  the  unification  of  the  working  class  split  by 
imperialism  and  Social-Democracy.  What  has  been  happening  since 
March,  1933,  was  that  the  workers  in  the  reformist  organizations 
and  the  unorganized  have  also  begun  to  see  the  vital  need  of  the 
united  front.  And  it  is  this  that  created  the  necessity  for  the  Com- 
munist Parties  to  make  special  efforts  to  bring  about  such  united 
fronts.  The  united  front  has  become  more  possible,  more  real- 
izable. 

It  was  in  response  to  these  changes  in  the  situation  that  the  Com- 
munist International  issued  (March,  1933)  the  now  famous  appeal 
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to  the  workers  of  *il  countries  for  the  organization  of  the  united 
front.  In  this  appeal  the  Executive  Committee  of  the  Communist 
International  recommended  to  the  Communist  Parties  of  the  various 
countries  “to  approach  the  Central  Committees  of  the  Social-Demo- 
cratic Parties  belonging  to  the  Labor  and  Socialist  International  with 
proposals  regarding  joint  actions  against  Fascism  and  against  the  capi- 
talist offensive”.  This  appeal  of  the  Communist  International  was 
published  in  the  Daily  Worker  on  March  18,  1933,  accompanied 
by  a statement  of  the  Secretariat  of  the  Central  Committee  of  the 
C.P.U.S.A.,  saying  that  it  “fully  agrees  with  the  Manifesto  of  the 
Executive  Committee  of  the  Communist  International  for  achieving 
the  unity  of  the  workers  in  the  struggle  against  the  capitalist  offen- 
sive and  fascism”.  It  further  stated  that  “the  Political  Bureau  of 
the  Party  will,  during  the  next  few  days,  make  public  concrete  pro- 
posals for  the  realization  of  such  united  action  of  all  workers”  and 
that  “these  proposals  will  be  made  specifically  to  the  Socialist  Party, 
the  Conference  for  Progressive  Labor  Action  and  the  American 
Federation  of  Labor”.  These  proposals  were  made  public  in  a state- 
ment by  the  Central  Committee  of  the  C.P.U.S.A.,  published  in  the 
Daily  W or kery  March  30,  1933. 

This  statement  said:  “The  need  for  working  class  unity  was 
never  before  more  urgent  than  at  the  present  time.  Only  through 
a solid  fighting  unity  of  the  masses  can  the  living  standards  of  the 
toilers  be  maintained,  can  the  attempts  to  lower  these  standards  be 
defeated,  and  the  mass  resistance  to  fascism  and  the  increasing  war 
danger  be  developed”.  It  was  at  the  time  when  the  New  Deal  was 
coming  into  existence  and  at  the  lowest  point  of  the  economic  crisis. 
The  Communist  Party,  proceeding  from  its  Leninist  analysis  of  the 
New  Deal  as  a sharper  turn  of  the  American  bourgeoisie  towards 
fascization  and  war,  in  contradistinction  to  the  Socialist  Party  analysis 
of  the  New  Deal  as  “a  step  to  socialism”  (Thomas),  in  the  state- 
ment of  the  Central  Committee  of  the  C.P.U.S.A.,  proposed  a 
program  of  united  front  struggle  to  meet  the  oncoming  capitalist 
offensive. 

Specifically  the  Communist  Party  proposed  to  the  Socialist  Party 
(and  to  the  A.  F.  of  L.  and  to  the  Muste  group)  to  join  in  a united 
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front  to  fight  jointly  for  the  following  demands  of  the  American 
masses: 

“1.  Against  Roosevelts  hunger  and  war  program  5 against  forced 
labor,  against  wage  cutsj  for  increased  wages  to  meet  rising  prices  * 
for  adequate  relief  to  the  unemployed  without  discrimination  against 
Negroes  or  foreign-born  j for  shorter  hours  without  reduction  in 
pay  5 and  for  relief  for  the  small  farmers. 

“2.  For  federal  unemployment  insurance ; against  the  proposed 
unemployed  ‘reserve’  bills. 

“3.  For  the  workers’  rights,  for  the  release  of  Tom  Mooney,  the 
Scottsboro  boys,  and  all  political  prisoners ; against  police  terror, 
against  deportations,  and  against  injunctions  in  labor  disputes. 

“4.  Against  fascist  terror  and  anti-Semitism  in  Germany;  for 
the  release  of  Thaelmann  and  all  imprisoned  anti-fascist  fighters;  for 
material  support  to  the  revolutionary  movement  of  Germany. 

“5.  For  the  immediate  withdrawal  of  the  Japanese  forces  from 
China,  for  the  defense  of  the  Chinese  people,  for  the  stopping  of 
munition  shipments  to  Japan  5 against  the  imperialist  war  policy  of 
Wall  Street,  particularly  now  in  the  Far  East  and  in  Latin  America. 

“6.  For  the  recognition  of  the  Soviet  Union  by  the  United  States; 
against  imperialist  attacks  on  the  Soviet  Union.” 

It  will  be  recalled  that  the  united  front  appeal  of  the  Communist 
International,  and  the  subsequent  proposals  of  our  Party  to  the 
Socialist  Party  (March  30),  had  made  a deep  impression  upon  large 
numbers  of  Socialist  workers  and  others.  The  urge  of  the  workers 
in  the  reformist  organizations  towards  a united  front  with  the  Com- 
munist Party  had  received  a powerful  impetus.  Moreover,  some  of 
the  more  conscious  and  advanced  Socialist  workers  began  to  come  into 
the  Communist  Party  (California,  etc.).  But  the  leadership,  on  the 
other  hand,  started  a series  of  maneuvers.  While  the  National 
Executive  Committee  kept  silent  on  the  matter,  the  New  Leader 
(issues  of  March  11  and  18)  was  giving  the  “line”,  but  not  without 
hesitation  and  uncertainty.  On  March  11,  the  New  Leader  wanted 
to  hope  ( ! ) that  the  Comintern  proposal  was  “genuine”  and  that 
“it  will  lead  to  fruitful  cooperation”,  between  the  two  Interna- 
tionals; on  the  question  of  united  action  between  the  Communist  and 
Socialist  Parties  in  the  United  States; — not  a word.  But  this  question 
could  not  be  evaded  for  long  for  the  primary  reason  that  the  Com- 
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munist  Party  was  going  ahead  with  its  appeals  to  the  masses  from 
below,  calling  for  united  action  on  such  issues  as  unemployment 
insurance  and  relief,  the  fight  for  the  release  of  Tom  Mooney,  etc. 
— issues  that  found  sympathetic  response  among  the  Socialist  rank 
and  file. 

Hence  we  find,  in  the  New  Leader  of  March  18,  a resolu- 
tion of  the  New  York  Executive  Committee  of  the  S.P.  which  under- 
takes to  block  immediate  united  front  actions  in  the  United  States. 
This  was  the  resolution  of  the  Right  wing  (the  New  York  group), 
and  in  it  one  thing  stands  out  definitely:  instead  of  a united  front 
with  the  Communist  Party,  Waldman  & Co.,  propose  a “united 
front”  with  the  reactionary  bureaucracy  of  the  A.  F.  of  L.  The 
resolution  calls  it  “a  real  united  front  with  the  organized  American 
workers”.  As  for  the  Second  International,  the  resolution  does  not 
even  promise  to  wait  for  or  be  bound  by  its  decisions.  It  attacks  the 
“insincerity”  of  the  Communists  and  orders  “all  comrades,  branches 
and  affiliated  organizations,  to  refrain  from  joining  any  so-called 
‘United  Front’  conferences  with  Communists”.  But  under  the 
growing  pressure  from  below,  the  City  Executive  Committee  of  the 
S.P.  of  New  York  (the  Right  wing  which  still  dominated  the 
N.E.C.)  feels  compelled  to  execute  a little  “strategic  retreat”.  It 
adopts  a resolution  (March  22)  saying:  “The  City  Executive  Com- 
mittee of  the  Socialist  Party,  having  before  it  a letter  sent  to  Socialist 
Party  branches  by  the  Communist  Party  for  a united  front,  calls 
the  attention  of  the  party  members  to  the  fact  that  a real  united  front 
is  possible  only  on  an  international  and  national  basis ” {New  Leader y 
March  25.  Our  emphasis).  The  maneuver  is  transparent.  Having 
failed  to  check  the  urge  for  the  united  front  on  the  part  of  the  S.P. 
rank  and  file,  stimulated  by  the  activities  of  the  Communists  from 
below,  the  Waldman  group  felt  compelled  to  “promise”  a united 
front  “on  an  international  and  national  basis”.  This  they  could 
eabily  afford,  for  the  reason  that  they  still  controlled  the  N.E.C.,  and 
could  block  the  thing  there;  and  internationally  they  could  “promise” 
many  things  without  exposing  themselves  too  directly. 

Norman  Thomas,  who  was  repeatedly  declaring  himself  in  favor 
of  the  united  front  in  words y was  adopting  the  position  of  the  Right 

7 


wing  in  deeds . Simultaneously  with  the  above  resolution,  Thomas 
publishes  a small  item  on  the  united  front  ( New  Leader , March  25) 
saying:  “The  best  way  to  get  a united  front  is  through  negotiations 
between  the  Internationals  of  the  workers”.  Compare  this  with 
what  the  same  Thomas  wrote  a little  while  earlier:  “I  should  favor 
making  some  try  at  it  (the  united  front)  in  America  without  waiting 
for  the  loosely  knit  Second  International  to  act ” (“The  Choice 
Before  Us”.  Our  emphasis).  However,  the  pressure  from  below 
continues  to  grow,  and  this  finds  a certain  reflection,  very  much  dis- 
torted and  incomplete,  at  the  City  Convention  of  the  S.P.  (N.Y.) 
held  on  April  1.  A strong  minority  challenges  the  anti-united  front 
resolution  of  the  City  Executive,  but,  unfortunately,  this  minority 
finds  no  better  leadership  than  J.  B.  Matthews,  and  its  effectiveness, 
therefore,  is  considerably  diminished.  Nevertheless  it  suffices  to  make 
the  Right  wing  “promise”  a national  and  international  united  front 
— but  not  in  New  York;  and  it  also  suffices  to  make  Thomas  write 
a little  longer  item  on  the  united  front,  expressing  himself  generally 
in  favor  of  negotiations  between  the  two  parties  as  well  as  between 
various  locals  of  the  two  parties — Communist  and  Socialist.  Inci- 
dentally, Norman  Thomas  was  then  still  in  the  minority  in  the 
N.E.C.,  fighting  for  a majority,  and  preparing  for  this  fight  at  the 
forthcoming  Detroit  Convention  of  the  S.P. 

And  what  did  Thomas  write  on  April  15?  He  said:  “In  the 
meantime  experiments  on  the  united  front  for  particular  objects 
should  be  carefully  considered  by  Socialist  local  and  state  organiza- 
tions, and  the  results  of  such  experiments  reported  to  the  Party.  I 
for  one  favor  the  immediate  creation  of  a sub-committee  of  the 
National  Executive  Committee  to  meet  a similar  Committee  of  the 
Communists  to  explore  possibilities  for  common  action”.  ( New 
Leader .)  This  is  how  Thomas  tipped  his  hat  to  the  Leftward  moving 
rank  and  file.  But,  at  the  same  time,  he  finds  it  necessary  to  reassure 
also  the  Right  wing.  He  therefore  continued:  “I  repeat  that  the 
basis  of  common  action  is  good  faith  and  although  our  Communist 
friends  [!]  have  made  some  improvement  in  their  attitude  lately, 
neither  the  form  of  their  invitation  nor  their  accompanying  action 
give  one  all  the  assurances  [ ! ] that  ought  to  be  desired  and  good 


faith. ” {Ibid.)  Thomas  says  here  in  effect  to  the  Right  wing:  now, 
don’t  become  frightened  at  my  seemingly  favorable  attitude  to  the 
united  front.  Look  how  many  loopholes  I have  left  for  us  to  crawl 
out  from  under  in  case  of  need.  But  Thomas  goes  even  further. 
He  says:  “Meanwhile  from  a purely  practical  point  of  view  we  must 
not  forget  that  the  problems  of  a united  front  against  Fascism  tac- 
tically involve  at  least  as  much  our  relations  with  workers  [ ! ] to  the 
right  of  us  as  to  the  Communists  to  the  left  of  us.  The  times  call 
for  all  the  wisdom  we  have.”  {Ibid.  Our  emphasis.)  In  saying  this, 
which  is  tantamount  to  partial  endorsement  of  the  Right  wing 
position  of  “instead  of  a united  front  with  the  Communists,  a com- 
bination with  the  reactionary  A.  F.  of  L.  bureaucracy”,  Thomas 
has  half  capitulated  to  Waldman  & Co.  Nevertheless*  Thomas  did 
make  a certain  move  favorable  to  the  united  front.  At  the  April, 
1933,  meeting  of  the  N.E.C.  of  the  S.P.  he  voted  for  a motion 
(proposed  by  Krzycki)  “providing  for  a committee  to  meet  a com- 
mittee of  the  Communist  Party  to  discuss  united  action”.  {New 
Leader y April  22,  1933.)  The  motion  was  defeated  by  a vote  of 
6 to  5. 

However,  the  reasons  given  by  Thomas  in  favor  of  the  motion 
were  very  curious.  We  quote  from  the  New  Leader : “Comrade 
Thomas  wrote  that  he  ‘could  not  too  strongly  urge  the  adoption  of 
this  proposal’.  He  declared  his  belief  that  the  party  may  be  harmed 
if  (we  can  be  made  to  appear  to  be  blocking  any  kind  of  united 
action'  y but  he  was  skeptical  whether  ‘the  Communists  will  undertake 
united  action  on  honorable  terms’.  For  the  sake  of  our  own  members 
and  especially  the  younger  people  iit  must  be  made  obvious  that 
it  is  they  {Communists)  who  sabotage  the  united  fronty  not  we  who 
disdainfully  reject  ity .”  {Ibid.  Our  emphasis.)  Talking  about  the 
united  front  being  a maneuver,  and  about  “good  faith”,  etc — is 
there  anything  more  clearly  in  the  nature  of  a maneuver  than  the 
above  argumentation  of  Thomas  “in  favor”  of  the  united  front? 

The  significance  of  all  this  intensified  maneuvering  lies  in  this: 
it  shows  the  growing  effectiveness  of  the  Communist  Party’s  struggle 
basically  for  the  united  front  from  below  carried  on  simultaneously 
with  the  proposals  for  a united  front  also  from  above.  In  fact, 
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there  would  be  very  little  hope  of  ever  securing  a united  front  from 
above  if  there  were  not  a growing  movement  in  the  reformist  or- 
ganizations from  below.  The  united  front  in  France  between  the 
Socialist  and  Communist  Parties  resulted  precisely  from,  a successful 
fight  by  the  Communists  for  the  united  front  from  below.  The 
truth  of  this  is  demonstrated  graphically,  almost  statistically,  by  the 
maneuvers  of  Thomas  himself.  See:  May  First,  1933,  was  or- 
ganized by  the  Communist  Party  on  a relatively  broad  united  front 
platform,  with  special  appeals  to  the  Socialist  Party  and  its  organi- 
zations to  join  in  this  united  front.  This  was  largely  successful  in 
many  places,  notably  in  New  York,  several  places  in  Connecticut, 
etc.  Thomas  sees  this  urge  from  below  and  hastens  to  write  the 
following:  “This  makes  me  renew  my  proposal  that  our  National 
Executive  Committee  should  appoint  a sub-committee  to  deal  with 
the  Communists  on  the  whole  matter.  We  cannot  afford  to  be  out- 
maneuvered  and  made  to  appear  in  the  role  of  those  who  reject 
offers  of  a united  front  ” {New  Leader } May  6,  1933.  Our  em- 
phasis.) This  is  how  the  united  front  from  below  helps  to  bring 
about  the  united  front  from  above  which  the  N.E.C.  of  the  S.P. 
now  controlled  by  Thomas,  still  continues  to  evade. 

A milestone  in  the  united  front  developments  in  the  United 
States  were  the  February,  1934,  events  in  Austria.  The  Communist 
Party  of  the  United  States  can  proudly  point  to  the  fact  that  it 
boldly  came  forward  with  the  slogan  of  the  united  front  to  embrace 
and  organize  the  powerful  wave  of  class  solidarity  of  the  American 
workers  in  support  of  their  Austrian  brothers,  in  support  of  their 
armed  struggle  against  the  advance  of  fascism.  Nor  was  the  Com- 
munist Party  slow  in  pointing  out  to  the  American  workers,  es- 
pecially those  in  the  reformist  organizations,  the  treacherous  role  of 
Austro-Marxism  (the  then  “Left”  of  the  Second  International) 
and  its  complete  bankruptcy.  But  the  Socialist  Party,  as  a party, 
did  not  respond  to  the  united  front  offers  of  the  Communist  Party, 
not  even  at  the  time  when  it  meant  defending  the  lives  of  Austrian 
Socialist  workers,  fighting  hand  in  hand  with  the  Communists,  from 
the  vengeance  of  the  Dollfuss  government.  The  Socialist  Party  per- 
mitted its  Right  wing  to  dictate  the  policy  of  the  party  with  the 

10 


result  that,  instead  of  uniting  with  the  Communists,  the  New  York 
organization  combined  with  Matthew  Woll,  the  blackest  of  the 
black  (and  with  LaGuardia)  to  fight — fascism;  in  reality  to  fight 
the  Communists  and  the  truly  Left  elements  in  the  Socialist  Party 
itself.  It  was  a deliberate  provocation  by  the  panic-stricken  Right 
wing  to  check  the  powerful  mass  urge  for  the  united  front,  even 
at  the  cost  of  bloodshed.  And  in  this,  unfortunately,  the  Right  wing 
has  fartly  succeeded;  but,  fortunately,  only  for  a very  short  time . 
But  what  did  Thomas  do?  As  usual,  a mild  word  of  reproach  for 
Woll  and  the  Right  wing  provocateurs  but  sharp  censure  for  the 
Communists  and  more  “skepticism”  on  the  possibility  of  the  united 
front.  And  this  was  exactly  what  Waldman  & Co.  needed  of  Thomas 
at  the  time.  Yet,  despite  the  provocative  tactics  of  the  Right,  which 
was  preparing  a regular  crusade  against  the  Communists  following 
the  Madison  Square  Garden  meeting  (a  crusade  which  collapsed 
as  quickly  as  it  rose);  and  despite  the  waverings  of  Thomas;  and 
also  despite  the  “retreat”  from  the  united  front  of  J.  B.  Matthews, 
a leader  of  the  “more  Left”  R.P.C.;  the  mass  urge  for  the  united 
front  began  to  reassert  itself  with  even  greater  force  and  more  con- 
sciousness. And  this  was  the  reason  why  the  overwhelming  majority 
of  the  delegates  at  the  Detroit  Convention  of  the  S.P.  (May,  1934) 
were  against  the  Right  wing.  It  was  on  the  wave  of  this  urge  for 
the  united  front  and  for  action  against  fascization  and  war  in  the 
Socialist  Party  ranks  that  Thomas  secured  his  majority  in  the  N.E.C. 
Decisive  in  the  reassertion  of  this  mass  urge  for  the  united  front 
among  all  workers  were  their  experiences  with  the  New  Deal,  which 
confirmed  fully  the  Communist  Party  position  as  against  that  of 
the  Socialist  Party  and  William  Green;  decisive  for  this  urge  for 
united  action,  which  found  a very  incomplete  and  distorted  reflection 
in  the  Detroit  majority,  were  the  unfolding  class  battles  of  the 
American  workers  against  the  New  Deal  and  the  active  role  of  the 
Communist  Party  in  these  struggles.  Remember  Toledo,  Minnesota, 
Montana,  etc. 

It  was  under  these  circumstances  that  the  Central  Committee  of 
the  Communist  Party  addressed  its  Open  Letter  “To  the  Members 
of  the  Socialist  Party  and  the  Delegates  at  its  National  Convention” 

11 


in  Detroit.  This  was  an  offer  of  united  front  actions  between  the 
two  parties,  for  a set  of  demands  which  wide  masses  of  workers 
had  endorsed  and  were  fighting  for  on  the  picket  lines,  in  unem- 
ployed demonstrations,  in  their  unions,  etc.  Among  the  proposals 
were:  (1)  For  wage  increases  “to  overcome  the  declining  standard 
of  living  brought  about  by  the  Roosevelt  ‘New  Deal’  ”,  for  the 
shortening  of  the  work  week,  against  company  unionism,  for  strike 
struggles  to  win  the  above  demands,  for  a joint  struggle  in  the 
unions  against  the  treacherous  policies  of  Green  & Co.  (2)  For  the 
enactment  of  the  Workers’  Unemployment  Insurance  Bill  (H.  R. 
7598).  (3)  For  the  Farmers  Emergency  Relief  Bill.  (4)  For  the 
Bill  for  Negro  Rights  and  to  Suppress  Lynching.  (5)  For  a united 
struggle  against  war  and  fascism  “along  the  lines  of  the  program 
of  the  American  League  Against  War  and  Fascism”.  (6)  “For  the 
broadest  possible  united  action  in  localities,  in  the  factories  and  trade 
unions  on  every  question  affecting  the  workers  and  toiling  masses, 
to  win  better  working  conditions,  relief  for  the  unemployed,  etc., 
and  to  build  and  unify  the  existing  mass  organizations  of  the  working 
class.”  ( Daily  Worker , May  26,  1934.) 

The  Detroit  Convention  did  not  reject  this  offer;  it  couldn’t 
be  done  in  the  face  of  the  united  front  urge  from  below.  Besides, 
it  is  safe  to  assume  that  a considerable  number  of  delegates  were 
themselves  sincerely  in  favor  of  the  united  front.  But  they  let  them- 
selves be  overpowered  and  outmaneuvered  by  Thomas  and  some  of 
the  weak-kneed  leaders  of  the  R.P.C.,  who  themselves  were  terror- 
ized by  the  Right  wing  and  frightened  at  their  own  victory.  Result: 
the  Communist  Party  offer  was  referred  to  the  incoming  N.E.C. 
for  action.  It  is  quite  likely  that  many  of  the  sincere  adherents  of 
the  united  front  among  the  delegates  in  Detroit  let  themselves  be 
persuaded  that  the  N.E.C.,  in  which  Thomas  had  a majority,  would 
certainly  act  favorably  on  the  Communist  proposals.  Now,  however, 
they  know  better.  Nearly  six  months  have  passed  but  the  Thomas’ 
N.E.C.  has  not  yet  come  around  to  act  favorably  on  the  united  front 
with  the  Communist  Party.  At  the  same  time,  the  movement  for 
the  united  front  has  been  making  steady  headway  among  the  ranks 
and  local  organizations  of  the  Socialist  Party. 


The  Communist  Party  had  no  intention  o£  letting  the  matter 
rest  quietly  in  the  archives  of  the  N.E.C.  of  the  S.P.  Our  Party, 
through  the  Daily  Worker  and  otherwise,  proceeded  to  agitate  and 
fight  for  immediate  united  front  actions  with  various  locals  and 
branches  of  the  S.P.,  but,  for  a while,  not  systematically  and  stub- 
bornly enough.  Our  Party  membership  and  local  organizations  were 
not  quick  enough  to  realize  that  it  is  the  branches  and  locals  of  the 
Socialist  Party,  especially  those  of  working  class  composition,  that 
we  must  try  to  win  for  immediate  common  actions  on  a local  scale: 
C.P.  unit  and  S.P.  branch;  C.P.  section  and  S.P.  local;  Communists 
and  Socialists  in  the  trade  unions,  in  the  various  unemployed  move- 
ments, etc.  This  is  what  will  produce  the  united  front  from  above, 
just  as  it  is  already  producing,  on  a small  scale  as  yet,  the  united  front 
from  below.  It  should  also  be  said,  by  way  of  self-criticism,  that 
the  lack  of  a more  direct  approach  of  our  Party  to  the  genuinely 
Left  delegates  at  the  Detroit  Convention  of  the  S.P.  couldn’t  but 
give  the  impression  of  a certain  aloofness  from  and  insufficiently 
intimate  interest  in  the  outcome  of  the  Detroit  Convention  on  our 
part.  Certainly,  we  do  not  want  to  give  any  such  impressions.  The 
further  spread  and  deepening  of  the  genuine  Leftward  movement 
in  the  S.P.  expressed  chiefly  in  its  proletarian  members,  is  of  vital 
importance  to  the  united  front  with  the  Socialist  Party,  and  for  this 
we  must  work  more  systematically  and  energetically  than  heretofore. 

In  preparation  for  August  First  (International  Anti-War  Day), 
the  General  Secretary  of  the  Communist  Party,  Earl  Browder,  ad- 
dressed himself  with  “A  Serious  Word  to  the  Socialist  Party”  for 
joint  actions.  ( Daily  Worker y July  14,  1934.)  It  produced  no  offi- 
cial reply  from  the  Socialist  Party  N.E.C.  controlled  by  Thomas 
since  the  Detroit  Convention,  but  it  stimulated  further  the  efforts 
of  the  S.P.  rank  and  file  to  achieve  such  a united  front.  On  August 
17,  Comrade  Browder  reminded  Thomas  again  of  the  failure  of 
the  N.E.C.  of  the  S.P.  to  act  on  the  C.P.  letter  referred  to  the 
N.E.C.  by  the  Detroit  Convention  and  proposed  an  immediate  pre- 
liminary discussion  of  the  C.P.  offer.  This  time  Norman  Thomas 
replied,  saying:  “I  expect  to  take  up  the  entire  matter  at  the  meeting 
of  the  N.E.C.  of  the  Socialist  Party  over  Labor  Day”.  ( Daily 


Worker y August  25,  1934.)  Thomas  evades  a direct  answer  to  the 
proposal  for  preliminary  discussion.  At  the  same  time,  he  puts  forth 
the  idea  that  the  united  front  “cannot  be  achieved  if  your  Party 
still  regards  it  as  primarily  a weapon  to  destroy  the  Socialist  Party 
or  for  leadership”.  (Ibid,)  Comrade  Browder  replies  to  this  at 
length,  showing  that  “The  Communist  Party  regards  united  action 
as  primarily  a weapon  to  protect  the  immediate  needs  of  the  workers 
and  other  toiling  elements  of  the  population,  to  defeat  the  attacks 
of  the  capitalists  upon  their  living  standards  and  civil  rights,  and  to 
prepare  the  masses  through  their  experiences  in  the  struggle  for  the 
tasks  involved  in  moving  forward  to  greater  aims.  The  Communist 
Party’s  attitude  toward  other  parties  and  groups  is  determined  by 
their  contribution  toward  achieving  these  aims”.  (Daily  Worker , 
August  25,  1934.)  Comrade  Browder  concludes  by  saying:  “We 
repeat  our  offer  of  direct  conversations  to  this  end.”  (Ibid.)  This 
repeated  offer  was  not  accepted  by  the  N.E.C.  of  the  S.  P. 

Through  the  months  of  July  and  August,  1934,  all  of  the 
District  organizations  of  the  Communist  Party  were  systematically 
approaching  the  respective  S.P.  organizations  and  their  branches  for 
united  front  struggles  on  specific  issues,  reflected  and  stimulated  by 
the  Daily  Worker.  This  was  followed  by  similar  activities  on  the 
part  of  many  sections  and  units  of  the  C.P.  in  all  parts  of  the 
country.  The  strike  wave  was  mounting.  Soon  came  the  maritime 
strike  on  the  Pacific  Coast  and  the  General  Strike  of  San  Francisco. 
The  Communist  Party  proved  its  leadership  in  these  historic  strug- 
gles; it  proved  itself  the  organizer  of  the  unity  of  action  of  the 
masses,  of  the  united  front.  The  rising  terror  and  capitalist  offensive 
stimulated  further  the  mass  urge  for  united  action.  All  these  devel- 
opments could  not  but  strengthen  the  determination  of  the  S.P. 
membership,  of  many  of  its  branches  and  locals,  to  take  up  at 
once  the  Communist  offer  of  united  front  and  to  begin  to  organize 
common  actions.  These  developments  begin  to  show  themselves  in 
New  Orleans,  in  Southern  Illinois,  in  various  parts  of  Pennsylvania 
and  Massachusetts.  S.P.  organizations  begin  to  endorse  the  Workers’ 
Unemployment  Insurance  Bill,  just  as  Socialist  workers  in  the 
unions  begin  to  work  for  the  endorsement  of  this  Bill  by  their 


unions.  The  demand  for  S.P.  affiliation  to  the  American  League 
Against  War  and  Fascism  is  growing  in  the  S.P.,  with  numerous 
S.P.  members  and  groups  proceeding  to  affiliate  without  waiting  for 
the  N.E.C.  decision.  This  was  the  situation  confronting  the  N.E.C. 
of  the  S.P.  at  its  Labor  Day  meeting. 

At  this  meeting  the  Communist  Party  had  a committee,  led  by 
Comrade  Minor,  to  make  a direct  offer  to  the  N E.C.  of  the  S.P. 
for  united  front  action.  The  offer  was  not  accepted . But  the  way 
it  was  done  is  significant.  The  N.E.C.,  by  a majority  vote,  approved 
a letter  of  reply  to  the  Central  Committee  of  the  Communist  Party 
in  which  recognition  is  paid  to  “the  immense  value  to  the  labor 
movement  of  united  action”.  Clearly,  this  was  a result  of  the 
growing  pressure  from  below.  The  N.E.C.,  under  Thomas,  simply 
couldn’t  say  less  and  still  retain  its  waning  standing  among  the  rank 
and  file  as  a leadership  “favoring”  the  united  front,  in  distinction 
from  the  open  enemies  of  the  united  front  (Oneal,  Waldman,  etc.). 
But,  having  paid  their  respects  to  united  action  as  “a  principle”,  the 
letter  of  the  N.E.C.  proceeds  to  pile  up  difficulty  upon  difficulty  on 
the  road  of  the  practical  realisation  of  this  united  action  Again  we 
are  given  long  dissertations  on  the  need  of  “good  faith”.  But  hasn’t 
Comrade  Browder  answered  this  point  conclusively  (letter  to 
Thomas  of  August  24,  1934)  when  he  said:  “The  essence  of 
the  problem  of  good  faith  and  fair  play  can  be  found  in  determin- 
ing concretely  what  is  necessary  to  fully  carry  out  a particular 
action”?  Hasn’t  he  shown  convincingly  that  good  faith  is  tested  only 
in  united  action  and  that,  on  its  part,  “the  Communist  Party  is 
prepared  to  demonstrate  its  good  faith  in  any  agreement  for  a united 
action  by  the  only  method  through  which  good  faith  can  be  demon- 
strated, by  carrying  through  the  agreed  upon  actions  with  all  of 
its  energy”?  (Ibid.  Our  emphasis.) 

But  to  all  this  plain  talk,  understandable  to  every  conscious  work- 
er, the  N.E.C.  evidently  remained  deaf.  Moreover,  it  proceeded 
(letter  of  September  6,  1934)  to  lay  the  basis  for  another  barrier 
to  the  united  front  between  the  two  parties.  It  was  done  diplo- 
matically, and  in  the  following  manner:  “No  united  action  on  spe- 
cific issues  is  possible  between  Socialists  and  Communists  except  on 
the  basis  which  also  gives  hopes  of  ending  fratricidal  strife  within 
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the  trade  union  movement”.  {Ibid.)  The  Central  Committee  of 
the  Communist  Party  hastened  to  secure  and  establish  clarity  on 
this  point  which,  on  the  face  of  it,  permits  of  two  opposite  inter- 
pretations. The  letter  of  reply  of  the  Communist  Party  {Daily 
WorkeTy  September  15,  1934)  therefore  proceeds  to  say:  “If  the 
sentence  [above  quoted]  is  understood  as  a call  to  end  fratricidal 
strife  between  Socialist  and  Communist  members  and  followers  in 
the  trade  unions  for  united  action  on  concrete  issues,  then  we  can 
only  give  our  wholehearted  endorsement  to  such  an  objective.  . . . 
But  there  is  another  possible  and  opposite  understanding  of  the 
sentence  quoted  from  your  letter.  This  opposite  interpretation  is 
that  to  end  fratricidal  strife  really  means  to  end  the  struggle  con- 
ducted by  Communists  and  other  revolutionary  workers,  as  well  as 
broad  circles  of  non-party  workers,  against  the  policies  of  the  Ex- 
ecutive Council  of  the  A.  F.  of  L.  and  its  constituent  international 
unions.”  The  Communist  Party  urges  the  N.E.C.  to  explain  which 
of  the  two  interpretations  is  its  own,  expressing  the  hope  that  “the 
first,  not  the  second,  is  the  correct  interpretation”.  {Ibid.) 

The  decision  of  the  N.E.C.  of  the  S.P.,  at  its  September  meeting, 
was  to  “postpone  consideration  of  further  negotiations  between  our 
two  parties  until  our  next  meeting  about  Dec.  1”.  This  meant  a 
delay  of  nearly  three  months > at  a time  of  the  unfolding  of  one  of 
the  biggest  national  strikes  in  the  country — the  National  Textile 
Strike — when  the  need  for  the  utmost  unity  of  action  was  most 
acute  and  the  demand  for  it  was  rising  from  all  sides  among  the 
masses.  The  responsibility  for  this  lies  upon  the  Thomas  leadership 
of  the  Socialist  Party.  But  the  Communist  Party  position  was: 
if  you  want  to  delay  national  action  by  the  two  parties,  that  is  your 
responsibility;  but  let  us  have  local  actions  between  the  organizations 
of  the  two  parties.  This  the  N.E.C.  at  its  September  meeting  could 
not  refuse  outright,  not  in  the  face  of  the  growing  demand  for  it 
on  the  part  of  the  working  class  membership  of  the  S.P.,  and  in 
the  face  of  a number  of  S.P.  locals,  groups  and  individual  members 
already  co-operating  with  the  Communists  in  united  front  struggles. 
Hence  the  N.E.C.  decision  that  “we  are  aware  that  there  are  ques- 
tions arising  from  time  to  time,  mostly  in  the  field  of  civil  liberties, 


in  which  it  is  desirable  that  there  shall  be  effective  local  action  for 
the  defense  of  workers’  rights”.  (Exchange  of  letters  between  S.P. 
and  C.P.,  Daily  W or ker}  September  15,  1934.) 

The  Communist  Party  reply  to  this  was  to  greet  such  a decision. 
“The  final  paragraph  in  your  letter  opens  up  possibilities  of  local 
united  actions,  particularly  in  defense  of  workers’  rights.  We  will 
do  everything  possible  to  stimulate  such  local  actions.”  ( Ibid .)  And 
this  was  what  the  Communist  Party  actually  did,  especially  in  the 
textile  centers  where,  at  the  time,  the  need  for  such  actions  was  most 
acute  in  the  face  of  the  fascist  terror  and  methods  of  civil  war  let 
loose  by  the  New  Deal  against  the  striking  textile  workers.  But 
again  something  happened  to  obstruct  these  local  actions.  And  it  came 
from  the  Thomas  leadership  of  the  S.P.  In  fact,  immediately  after 
the  September  N.E.C.  meeting,  where  such  fine  sentiments  were 
expressed  in  favor  of  united  front  local  actions,  Norman  Thomas 
hastened  to  throw  a couple  of  buckets  of  cold  water  upon  this  same 
proposition.  He  wrote,  on  September  8:  “These  arrangements  em- 
phatically do  not  include  the  authorization  of  general  united  front 
negotiations  between  locals  and  branches  of  the  Socialist  Party  and 
Communist  committees  which  may  knock  at  their  doors”.  ( New 
Leader , September  8,  1934.)  This,  however,  did  not  stof  the  local 
organizations  of  the  Communist  Party  from  “knocking  at  the 
doors”  of  the  respective  organizations  of  the  Socialist  Party.  The 
most  outstanding  example  of  this  is  the  united  front  offer  of  the 
Communist  Party  of  District  16  (North  and  South  Carolina)  to 
the  State  Executive  Committees  of  the  Socialist  Party  of  North  and 
South  Carolina  and  Georgia.  Writing  in  the  midst  of  the  textile 
strike,  the  District  Committee  of  the  Communist  Party,  Paul  Crouch, 
Secretary,  said:  “Today  in  the  South  there  exists  the  greatest  need 
for  united  action  in  defense  of  the  workers’  rights  to  organize,  to 
strike  and  to  picket.  The  splendid  fight  of  the  embattled  textile 
strikers  urgently  demands  united  action  in  their  behalf  by  developing 
relief,  and  defense.  A widespread  protest  movement  against  the 
violence  and  murderous  actions  is  an  urgent  necessity  if  the  fight  of 
the  textile  workers,  which  is  the  fight  of  all  labor,  is  to  be  won.” 
( Daily  Worker y September  22,  1934.) 
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This  letter  has  also  been  sent  to  Norman  Thomas  as  the  leader 
of  the  S.P.  And  what  did  Thomas  do?  Unbelievable  as  it  may 
sound,  he  actually  rejected  this  offer  of  local  actions , under  the  still 
more  unbelievable  pretense  that  the  Communist  policy  of  exposing 
the  treacheries  of  Gorman  & Co.  injures  the  textile  strike.  In  other 
words,  Thomas  assumed  the  task  of  shielding  Gorman’s  betrayals 
and  of  preventing  the  local  actions  in  the  South,  and  elsewhere,  for 
which  the  N.E.C.  has  expressed  a favorable  attitude  in  its  com- 
munication of  September  6,  1934.  Wherein  does  this  differ  from 
the  position  of  the  Right  wing  (Waldman,  Solomon,  etc.)  in  New 
York,  which  also  rejected  the  united  front  offer  of  the  District 
Committee  of  the  Communist  Party  of  District  2 in  support  of  the 
textile  strike?  In  reply  to  Comrade  Krumbein’s  communication, 
the  City  Central  Committee  of  the  S.P.  in  New  York  replied  that 
it  has  no  need  of  united  front  action  since  it  is  already  “co-operating 
with  the  union  [United  Textile  Workers  Union]  and  that  is  the 
best  help  we  can  render  to  them”.  But  everybody  knows  that  the 
S.P.  leadership  of  New  York  was  co-operating,  not  with  the  striking 
workers  to  win  the  strike,  but  with  Gorman  and  Rieve  (the  latter 
a member  of  the  S.P.)  to  choke  the  strike  and  to  betray  it.  In  this 
situation,  Thomas  comes  along  and  takes  a position  against  local 
united  front  actions  in  the  South.  So,  we  ask  again,  wherein  does 
he  differ  from  Waldman  & Co.?  He  differs  in  this:  he  speaks  words 
favorable  to  the  united  front;  Waldman  & Co.  prefer  not  to  use 
even  favorable  words.  He  voted  in  the  N.E.C.  in  general  favor  of 
local  united  actions;  the  Right  wing  voted  against  it.  He  shields 
Gorman’s  treacheries;  the  Right  wing  collaborates  with  Gorman  in 
perpetrating  these  treacheries.  And  when  it  comes  to  actually  doing 
something  on  the  united  front,  Thomas  and  Waldman  & Co. 
do  the  same  thing — they  work  against  the  united  front.  In  plain 
words:  Thomas  capitulates  to  the  Right  wing. 

This  did  not  and  could  not  slacken  the  activities  of  the  Com- 
munist Party  to  extend  the  united  front  with  the  Socialist  Party, 
locally  and  nationally.  Every  day  brings  new  issues  and  a sharper 
need  for  such  actions.  For  example,  the  reed  of  solidarity  actions 
with  the  Spanish  workers.  The  Communist  International,  in  an 


appeal  “To  All  Members  of  the  Socialist  International’’  and  “To 
the  Toilers  of  All  Lands”,  “calls  upon  its  Sections,  in  common  with 
other  workers’  organizations,  to  organize  demonstrations  in  solidarity 
with  the  Spanish  working  class”.  ( Daily  Worker , October  12, 
1934.)  “At  the  same  time  the  Communist  International  turns  to 
the  workers  of  the  Socialist  International  with  the  proposal  for  imme- 
diate common  actions y as  well  for  the  support  of  the  fighting  Spanish 
proletariat  as  against  the  support  of  the  Lerroux  government  by  the 
governments  of  other  capitalist  countries.  The  Communist  Inter- 
national instructs  Comrade  Cachin  immediately  to  ascertain  the 
attitude  of  representatives  of  the  Second  International  on  the  ar- 
rangement of  concrete  forms  and  the  practical  carrying  through  of 
such  united  action.”  (Ibid.)  A similar  appeal  was  addressed  by  the 
Communist  Youth  International  to  the  Socialist  International  of 
Youth. 

Despite  the  fact  that  every  day  counted,  and  that  not  a minute 
could  be  lost  in  the  work  of  bringing  support  to  the  Spanish  workers 
(Socialists,  Communists,  Syndicalists),  the  Second  International  saw 
fit  to  postpone  action  until  the  middle  of  November,  that  is,  to  delay, 
on  its  part,  the  rendering  of  support  to  the  Spanish  workers  for  a 
whole  month . And  when  it  did  finally  take  up  the  Comintern  offer 
for  “action”,  it  decided  to  refer  the  matter  back  to  the  constituent 
parties.  This  is  called,  in  plain  language,  passing  the  buck.  But  even 
this  we  must  utilize  to  promote  further  the  united  front. 

But  what  was  the  position  of  the  Socialist  ?arty  of  America? 
On  October  11th,  the  Central  Committee  of  the  Communist  Party 
of  the  U.S.A.  addressed  a communication  to  the  N.E.C.  of  the 
S.P.  (copy  to  Norman  Thomas)  in  which  it  “calls  upon  the  National 
Executive  Committee  of  the  Socialist  Party  to  unite  with  us  in  a 
joint  call  to  the  American  workers  for  a series  of  mass  demon- 
strations in  all  important  cities,  under  our  joint  auspices,  to  protest 
the  bloody  pogrom  of  Fascist-monarchist  reaction  in  Spain  and  to 
express  sympathy  and  solidarity  with  the  struggling  workers  and 
peasants”.  (Daily  Worker y October  11,  1934.)  Comrade  Browder 
urges,  in  conclusion,  “immediate  favorable  action”.  (Ibid.)  At  this 
writing,  a month  later,  there  is  as  yet  no  sign  of  recognition  or 
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answer  from  the  N.E.C.  of  the  S.P.  The  Communist  Party,  na- 
turally, proceeded  directly  to  the  masses  to  carry  out  the  appeal  of 
the  Communist  International,  though,  it  must  be  stated,  insufficient 
efforts  were  made  to  rally  the  widest  masses  of  .workers,  including 
Socialist  workers,  for  solidarity  actions  with  their  Spanish  brothers. 
There  was  to  be  observed  a dangerous  inclination  to  slacken  direct 
mass  work  for  the  united  front  while  “awaiting”  the  reply  of  the 
N.E.C.  of  the  S.P.  It  goes  without  saying  that  nothing  can  be 
more  harmful  to  the  united  front  than  for  the  Communists  to  relax 
the  direct  mass  affeal  and  organization  of  the  united  actions  between 
Communists  and  Socialists  and  trade  unions  and  unorganized  workers . 

On  the  eve  of  the  forthcoming  meeting  of  the  N.E.C.  of  the 
S.P.,  to  be  held  in  Boston  at  the  beginning  of  December,  1934,  the 
movement  for  the  united  front  with  the  Communist  Party  in  the 
ranks  and  branches  of  the  S.P.  is  continually  growing.  Simul- 
taneously the  Right  wing  (Waldman  & Co.)  is  making  all  prepara- 
tions to  split  away  from  the  S.P.,  fraudulently  exploiting  the  slogan 
of  a Labor  Party  for  this  purpose.  As  to  the  Thomas  leadership,  it 
is  frantically  wavering  in  all  directions:  it  seeks  to  compete  with 
Waldman  & Co.  for  the  “winning  over”  of  Sell-Out-Gorman  and 
the  other  N.R.A.  agents  in  the  A.  F.  of  L.;  it  maneuvers  des- 
perately (by  “promising”  the  united  front)  to  retain  its  waning 
hold  upon  the  genuinely  Leftward  moving  rank  and  file  of  the 
S.P.;  it  plays  with  the  renegades  (Gitlow  & Co.)  and  flirts  with 
Tammany  Lovestone  as  a “substitute”  for  the  united  front  with 
the  Communist  Party;  it  permits  itself  to  be  terrorized  by  the  Right 
wing  and  continues  to  capitulate  to  it.  At  the  same  time,  the  “Revo- 
lutionary Policy  Committee”  is  beginning  to  show  new  signs  of  life. 
Having  lain  practically  dormant  since  the  Detroit  Convention  of  the 
S.P.  in  May,  during  which  time  most  of  the  leading  elements  of 
this  “Revolutionary”  Policy  Committee  were  practically  indistinguish- 
able from  Thomas  & Co.,  especially  on  the  question  of  the  united 
front,  the  policy-makers  are  once  more  attempting  to  assert  them- 
selves as  an  organized  group.  The  tempo  of  disintegration  of  the 
S.P.  is  increasing. 

The  most  important  of  these  developments  is  the  growing  Left- 
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ward  move  of  the  workers  in  the  S.P.  The  adoption  by  the  majority 
of  the  Declaration  of  Principles  (programmatically  a reformist 
document)  which,  curiously  enough,  did  not  seem  to  give  Thomas 
much  comfort,  while  imposing  upon  the  S.P.  serious  obligations 
favorable  to  the  united  front  struggle  against  war  and  fascism, 
reflects  the  Leftward  development  of  the  S.P.  ranks  in  a very  in- 
direct and  distorted  way.  A much  more  direct  and  clear  reflection 
of  this  Leftward  growth  is  to  be  found  in  the  united  front  struggles 
of  the  Socialist  workers  and  branches  jointly  with  the  Communist 
Party  in  such  places  as  Trumbull  County,  Ohio,  Bethlehem,  Pa., 
Southern  Illinois,  in  parts  of  Louisiana,  Massachusetts.  In  these 
cases  we  deal  with  Socialist  workers  in  the  industries:  miners,  steel 
workers,  textile  workers,  etc.  Here  is  where  the  united  front  is 
achieved  in  daily  struggle  against  the  common  enemy;  here  is  where 
the  basis  is  being  created  for  the  united  front  nationally  between 
the  Socialist  and  Communist  parties.  Next  in  importance,  as  showing 
the  growth  of  the  united  front  in  action,  are  the  widening  activities 
of  the  “Committee  for  Socialist  Action  for  the  United  Front”,  an 
outgrowth  of  the  participation  of  a group  of  S.P.  members  as  dele- 
gates to  the  Second  Congress  Against  War  and  Fascism.  Through 
this  Committee,  and  otherwise,  the  movement  is  growing  in  the 
S.P.  for  affiliation  to  the  Anti-War  Congress  and  for  a united  front 
with  the  Communist  Party.  In  the  same  line  of  developments  must 
be  placed  the  conversations  between  the  Italian  Bureau  of  the  Com- 
munist Party  and  the  Italian  Federation  of  the  Socialist  Party  for 
a united  front  agreement  proceeding  from  the  common  actions  of 
the  Communist  and  Socialist  Parties  in  Italy.  And  last,  but  by  no 
means  least,  the  coming  together  of  Socialists  and  Communists  in 
various  localities  for  common  struggle  against  unemployment  and 
for  H.  R.  7598,  the  Workers’  Unemployment  Insurance  Bill. 

These  are  the  developments  on  which  we  must  center  our  major 
attention  to  promote  further  the  united  front. 

As  to  the  “Revolutionary  Policy  Committee”,  it  is  necessary  to 
realize  that,  as  a group,  it  consists  of  many  and  varied  elements. 
Undoubtedly  there  are  among  them  some  that  are  genuinely  seeking 
a revolutionary  Socialist  policy,  but  even  those  are  still  under  the 
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delusion  that  this  can  be  found  in  something  which  is  not  the  program 
of  the  Communist  International.  In  our  programmatic  discussions 
with  the  members  of  the  Socialist  Party,  of  which  we  have  not  had 
enough  by  far,  it  must  be  our  task  to  show  that  a revolutionary 
Socialist  policy  is  possible  only  on  the  program  of  the  Communist 
International  which  is  built  upon  the  foundations  of  Marxism-Lenin- 
ism. And  in  this  connection  we  must  also  remember  that  discussion 
alone  will  not  accomplish  the  task;  for  this,  it  is  vital  to  combine 
the  daily  united  front  struggles  with  theoretical  and  programmatic 
clarification.  In  this  way  will  the  Socialist  Party  workers  and  the 
honestly  Left  elements  of  the  R.P.C.  learn  from  practical  experience 
the  correctness  of  Communist  theory  and  program.  That  is  why 
our  first  word  to  the  R.P.C.  must  be:  join  us  in  the  united  front; 
fight  in  your  party  for  winning  branches  and  locals  in  favor  of 
immediate  united  front  actions  with  the  Communist  Party  organi- 
zations; show  by  deeds  that  you  are  ready  and  willing  to  engage 
not  only  in  verbal  discussions  but  in  actions  that  will  build  the  united 
front  and  promote  the  revolutionary  development  of  the  American 
proletariat.  Then  our  programmatic  discussions,  too,  will  become 
deeds  that  will  count  in  a revolutionary  way  for  the  class  struggle. 

But  the  “Revolutionary  Policy  Committee”  has  also  different 
sorts  of  people,  elements  that  would  seem  to  be  more  concerned  with 
checking  the  drift  of  the  Socialist  Party  ranks  to  Communism  rather 
than  with  promoting  further  their  radicalization  and  revolutionary 
maturity  It  is  the  type  of  “Left”  that  serves  objectively  (and  with 
some  individuals  also  subjectively)  as  a screen  for  the  Right.  This 
we  must  expose.  And  again:  by  bringing  forward  very  sharply  the 
question  of  immediate  united  actions  between  Socialist  and  Com- 
munist Party  organizations.  This  is  at  present  the  touchstone  for 
elementary  proletarian  class  honesty.  With  people  who  demonstrate 
this  class  honesty  in  deeds — in  the  united  front — we  can  discuss  all 
questions  of  program  in  a comradely  way,  with  profit  to  the  revolu- 
tionary movement.  With  those,  however,  who  just  talk  (or  write) 
about  revolutionary  socialism  as  against  the  program  of  the  Com- 
intern, while  failing  to  move  a finger  to  accelerate  the  united  front 
between  the  two  Parties,  our  talk  must  be  different.  To  them  we 

22 


cannot  but  say:  gentlemen,  your  “Left”  talk  is  not  serious;  whatever 
your  subjective  intentions  may  be,  you  are  serving  as  a “Left”  cover 
for  the  capitulators  to  the  Right  (Thomas  & Co.),  thus  shielding  the 
Right  wing  itself. 

It  is  a bit  comical  to  hear  the  R.P.C.  announce  the  “discovery” 
that  a united  front  agreement  between  the  S.P.  and  the  C.P.  must 
be  considered  as  “the  first  step  in  a process  which  should  have  as  its 
end  and  objective  the  galvanizing  of  the  working  masses  into 
motion,  into  class  action”  ( Revolutionary  Socialist  Review 9 Novem- 
ber, 1934,  page  4),  while  at  the  same  time  taking  categoric  issue 
with  the  tactic  of  the  united  front  from  below.  Did  the  authors  of 
this  editorial  ever  consider  that  the  tactic  of  the  united  front  from 
below  aims  precisely  at  bringing  about  “the  galvanizing  of  the 
workirg  masses  into  motion,  into  class  action”?  What  else  is  a 
united  front  from  below,  if  it  is  not  a united  front  of  the  masses, 
regardless  of  their  Party  affiliations,  for  struggle  against  the  capi- 
talists? But  there  is  also  a serious  element  in  this  comical  perform- 
ance by  the  editors  of  the  R.S.R.  It  is  their  attempt  to  shove  to 
the  background  the  need  for  a united  front  agreement  nationally 
as  well  as  locally  between  the  Socialist  Party  and  the  Communist 
Party . The  editors  of  the  R.S.R.  seemingly  take  it  for  granted 
that  “In  all  probability,  the  next  N.E.C.  meeting  (in  December)  . . . 
will  see  our  party,  formally,  endorse  the  united  front”  ( Ibid .), 
and  therefore  “It  now  becomes  necessary  to  impress  upon  our  party 
and  the  C.P.  the  narrowness  of  this  kind  of  a united  front  if  it 
remains  confined  merely  to  the  two”.  (Ibid.)  We  ask:  what  con- 
cretely is  the  R.P.C.  doing  to  make  certain  (or  reasonably  so)  that 
the  December  meeting  of  the  N.E.C.  of  the  S.P.  will  endorse  the 
united  front,  not  alone  formally  but  actually,  which  means  the  set- 
ting up  by  the  N.E.C.  of  organizational  guarantees  that  it  will  be 
carried  out?  Secondly,  what,  specifically,  is  the  R.P.C.  doing  to 
make  sure  (or  reasonably  so)  that  the  endorsement  will  be  given  to 
the  united  front  offers  of  the  Communist  Party y Section  of  the 
Communist  International,  and  not  to  some  “substitute”,  that  is, 
maneuvering  with  Gitlow  and  Lovestone?  Somehow,  we  don’t  see 
much  of  the  R.P.C.  in  the  front  line  trenches  where  the  battle  for 
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these  things  is  now  taking  place.  Certainly,  it  must  be  agreed  that 
the  Communist  Party  has  made  its  position  amply  clear,  not  by  words 
only  but  by  mass  activities  (in  the  San  Francisco  General  Strike,  in 
the  National  Textile  Strike,  in  the  mining  industry,  in  steel,  etc.) 
that  it  builds  the  united  front  among  the  masses y in  battle,  and  in  the 
unions,  and  that  it  invites  the  Socialist  Party  and  its  members  to 
work  jointly  for  the  building  of  such  a united  front.  At  the  same 
time,  it  has  also  been  made  amply  clear  that,  as  far  as  the  S.P.  is 
concerned,  the  Right  wing  is  for  closer  combination  with  the  A.  F. 
of  L.  bureaucracy  and  the  N.R.A.  versus  the  united  front.  The 
Thomas  leadership  is  waveringly  but  definitely  capitulating  to  the 
Rights,  while  the  working  class  rank  and  file  and  the  honest  Lefts 
are  actually  engaging  in  the  united  front  with  the  Communist  or- 
ganizations to  build  the  struggles  of  the  masses.  The  question  is: 
where  does  the  R.P.C . stand  in  this  situation ? The  high  and  lofty 
advice  of  the  quoted  editorial  in  R.S.R . “to  both  parties”  to  include 
the  masses  in  the  united  front  does  not  answer  the  question.  For 
Waldman,  too,  claims  that  his  unity  with  Gorman  and  the  N.R.A. 
“includes  the  masses”;  and  it  does:  as  an  object  to  be  betrayed. 
And  Thomas,  also,  wants  to  include  the  masses,  but  he  also  wants 
to  shield  Gorman’s  treacheries,  and  he  does  not  seem  to  want  a 
united  front  with  the  Communist  Party.  He  wants  the  “good” 
Communists — Gitlow  and  Lovestone.  Then,  again,  as  distinct  from 
all  these  fake  and  anti-working  class  “unities”,  there  are  the  grow- 
ing united  fronts  of  Communist  and  Socialist  organizations  which 
everywhere  seek  to  bring  in  the  trade  unions y as  the  main  objective, 
and  the  unemployed  organizations,  and  all  other  mass  organizations 
of  the  workers.  This  is  the  united  front  in  action.  Now  which  of 
these  ways  of  bringing  the  masses  into  the  united  front  are  you  for 
— editors  of  the  R.S.R. ? Don’t  you  realize  that  your  general 
phrases  of  “galvanizing”  the  working  masses,  when  unaccompanied 
by  a clear  statement  in  favor  of  the  already  developing  united  front 
of  the  masses,  and  without  deeds  supporting  this  united  front,  can 
have  but  one  effect?  The  effect,  namely,  of  helping  all  those  ten- 
dencies, in  the  S.P.  and  out,  that  are  working  against  the  united 
front  with  the  Communist  Party? 


In  view  of  the  foregoing  we  must  continue  to  apply  the  tactic 
of  the  united  front,  being  “much  more  persistent,  bolder,  and  more 
flexible  in  operating  these  tactics  . . . fight  to  the  utmost  to  spread 
them,  . . , starting  a determined  offensive  against  Social-Democratic 
leaders  and  trade  union  bureaucrats  who  sabotage  the  united  front 
of  struggle”  (O.  Piatnitsky,  “Problems  of  the  International  Trade 
Union  Movement”,  The  Communist  Internationaly  Vol.  XI,  No. 
22,  Nov.  20,  1934,  p.  760).  This  is  the  way  to  achieve  the  united 
front.  We  are  for  the  united  front  from  below  as  “the  funda- 
mental form  of  the  united  front}>  ( Ibid.y  p.  759).  This  does  not 
exclude  the  application  of  the  united  front  from  above.  The  Com- 
munist Party  of  the  U.S.  has  been  applying  the  policy  of  both  the 
united  front  from  below  and  from  above,  and  in  doing  so  it  was 
guided  by  the  proposition  that  “In  many  cases  even  now  it  will  be 
possible  to  get  a united  front  only  from  below,  but  there  cannot  be 
a united  front  which  comes  only  from  above v (Ibid.y  p.  759). 

Now  that  the  Second  International  Executive  has  referred  the 
question  of  the  United  Front  back  to  its  constituent  parties,  the 
N.E.C.  of  the  Socialist  Party  must  give  a clear  answer  to  the  pro- 
posals of  the  Communist  Party.  The  S.P.  can  no  longer  say  that 
it  must  wait  for  its  International  to  act.  While  the  November 
(1934)  decision  of  the  Second  International,  referred  to  above,  is 
in  the  nature  of  “passing  the  buck”,  still  it  leaves  one  thing  definite. 
It  is  that  the  national  parties  are  free  to  acty  that  is,  from  pro- 
hibitions by  their  International.  Hence,  the  N.E.C.  must  act  and, 
we  want  to  hope,  will  act  favorably  to  the  United  Front  proposals 
of  the  Communist  Party. 

* * * 

Since  the  above  lines  were  writteny  the  N .E.C . of  the  Socialist 
Party  has  had  its  meeting  in  Boston  and  made  certain  decisions  on 
the  question  of  the  united  front.  In  this  decistony  the  N .E.C . of  the 
Socialist  Party  made  one  step  forward  and  two  steps  backward . It 
expressed  itself  as  favoring  the  united  front  in  “principle>)  y but  set 
up  new  difficulties  for  the  branches  and  locals  of  the  Socialist  Party 
to  participate  in  this  united  front.  The  most  astounding  part  of  this 
decision  is  to  postpone  action  on  the  united  front  with  the  Communist 
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Party  nationally  until  the  convention  of  the  Socialist  Party  in  1936. 
In  other  words y the  N .E.C . of  the  Socialist  Party y led  by  Norman 
Thomas  y finds  it  possible  to  postpone  the  united  front  for  one  year 
and  a half! 

But  the  united  front  will  not  be  postponed . The  Communist 
Party  and  the  truly  militant  workers  in  the  Socialist  Party  will  see  to 
it  that  ids  not  postponed . The  necessities  of  the  American  working 
class  demand  action  I MM EDI  AT ELY  y and  this  action  must  be 
secured . The  Communist  Party  membership  and  branches  will  from 
now  on  exert  themselves  even  more  strenuously  than  heretofore  to 
establish  united  front  action  with  the  Socialist  Party  membershipy 
branches  and  locals . The  Communist  Party  will  fight  to  the  utmost 
of  its  abilities  to  build  up  united  front  formations  of  unions y Social- 
ist Party  or g animation s y other  working  class  mass  organizations y toiling 
farmers  and  Negroesy  in  cities  and  states y to  promote  the  struggle 
against  the  capitalist  offensivey  against  fascism  and  war . 

Forward  to  immediate  united  front  action ! 


Editor’s  Note 

In  the  following  pages  are  reproduced  the  historic  call  for  the 
united  front  by  the  Communist  International , statements  of  the 
Communist  Party  of  the  U.S.A.y  and  correspondence  between  the 
Communist  Party  and  the  Socialist  Party  regarding  the  united  front . 
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Communist  International  Calls  for  United 


Fight  Against  Hunger  and  Fascist  Terror 

Offers  Socialist  Parties,  Trade  Unions,  etc.,  Unity  On 
Basis  of  Energetic  Program  of  Struggle 

March  18,  1933  * 

Manifesto  issued  by  the  Executive  Committee  of  the  Com- 
munist International  proposing  to  labor  organizations  and  Social- 
Democratic  Parties  to  join  in  a united  front  against  hunger  and 
the  capitalist  offensive: 

O the  workers  of  all  countries: 


The  crisis  continues.  Unemployment  is  increasing  without  inter- 
ruption. Hunger  and  misery  are  seizing  ever-fresh  sections  of  the 
workers.  The  capitalist  offensive  is  assuming  ever-sharper  forms.  The 
bourgeoisie  are  preparing  to  launch  a campaign  against  all  the  politi- 
cal and  economic  achievements  of  the  working  class.  Fascist  reaction 
is  seizing  one  country  after  another. 

The  establishment  of  the  open  fascist  dictatorship  in  Germany 
has  inexorably  confronted  millions  of  workers  of  all  countries  with 
the  question  of  the  imperative  need  for  organizing  the  united  front 
of  struggle  against  the  fascist  offensive  of  the  bourgeoisie,  and  above 
all,  against  the  German  bourgeoisie  who,  step  by  step,  are  robbing 
the  working  class  of  all  economic  and  political  achievements  and 
attempting  to  crush  the  workers’  movement  with  the  most  brutal 
method  of  terror. 

The  main  obstacle  to  the  f ormation  of  the  united  front  of  strug- 

* This  and  the  other  materials  following  are  reprinted  from  the  Daily 
Worker , central  organ  of  the  Communist  Party  of  the  U.S.A.  The  date  at 
the  head  of  each  document  is  that  on  which  it  appeared  in  the  Daily  Worker. 


—Ed. 
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gle  of  the  Communist  and  S octal- Democratic  workers  was  and  is  the 
policy  conducted  by  the  Social-Democratic  Parties y who  have  exposed 
the  international  proletariat  to  the  blows  of  the  class  enemy . 

This  policy  of  class  collaboration  with  the  bourgeoisie,  known 
as  the  so-called  policy  of  the  “lesser  evil”,  has  led,  in  practice,  to  the 
triumph  of  fascist  reaction  in  Germany. 

The  Communist  International  and  the  Communist  Parties  of  all 
countries  have  repeatedly  declared  their  readiness  to  join  in  a com- 
mon fight  along  with  the  Social-Democratic  workers  against  the 
capitalist  offensive,  against  political  reaction  and  civil  war.  The 
Communist  Parties  were  the  organizers  of  the  common  fight  of  the 
Communist,  Social-Democratic  and  non-party  workers,  in  spite 
of  the  leaders  of  the  Social-Democratic  Parties,  who  systematically 
disrupted  the  united  front  of  the  working  masses. 

On  July  20  last  year,  the  Communist  Party  of  Germany,  after 
the  Prussian  Social-Democratic  Government  had  been  driven  out  by 
Papen,  proposed  to  the  Social-Democratic  Party  and  the  German 
General  Federation  of  Trade  Unions  the  organization  of  a com- 
mon strike  against  fascism.  But  the  Social-Democratic  Party  and 
the  A.D.G.B.,  with  the  approval  of  the  whole  of  the  Second  Inter- 
national, described  the  proposal  to  organize  a common  strike  as  a 
provocation. 

The  Communist  Party  of  Germany  repeated  its  proposal  of  com- 
mon action  at  the  moment  when  Hitler  seized  power,  it  called  upon 
the  Central  Committee  of  the  Social-Democratic  Party  and  the 
.Executive  Committee  of  the  German  General  Federation  of  Trade 
Unions  to  organize  the  resistance  to  fascism,  but  again  met  with  a 
refusal. 

Nay,  more,  when  in  November  last  year  the  Berlin  traffic  work- 
ers unanimously  went  on  strike  against  a wage  reduction,  the  Social- 
Democratic  Party  sabotaged  the  united  front  struggle.  The  whole 
practice  of  the  International  Labor  Movement  is  full  of  similar 
examples. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Labor  and  Socialist  International  published 
on  February  19  last,  a declaration  on  the  readiness  of  the  Social- 
Democratic  Parties  affiliated  to  this  International  to  form  a united 
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front  with  the  Communists  in  order  to  fight  against  the  fascist  reac- 
tion in  Germany.  This  declaration  stands  in  sharp  contradiction 
to  the  whole  of  the  previous  actions  of  the  L.S.I.  and  Social-Demo- 
cratic Parties. 

The  whole  policy  and  activity  of  the  L.S.I.,  hitherto,  justifies 
the  Communist  International  and  the  Communist  Parties  putting  no 
faith  in  the  sincerity  of  the  declaration  of  the  Bureau  of  the  L.S.I. 
which  makes  its  proposal  at  a moment  when  in  a number  of  coun- 
tries and  before  all  in  Germany,  the  working  masses  are  taking  into 
their  own  hands  the  organizing  of  the  united  front. 

In  spite  of  this,  however,  the  Executive  Committee  of  the  Com- 
munist International,  in  view  of  fascism  which  is  unchaining  all  the 
forces  of  world  reaction  against  the  working  class  of  Germany,  calls 
upon  all  Communist  Parties  to  make  yet  another  attempt  to  set  up 
the  united  front  of  struggle  with  the  Social-Democratic  workers 
through  the  medium  of  the  Social-Democratic  Parties. 

The  E.C .C ./.  makes  this  attempt  in  the  firm  conviction  that  the 
united  front  of  the  working  class  on  the  basis  of  the  class  struggle 
will  be  able  to  repel  the  offensive  of  capital  and  fascism y and  to 
accelerate  to  an  extraordinary  degree  the  inevitable  end  of  all  capi- 
talist exploitation . 

Owing  to  the  peculiarity  of  the  conditions,  as  well  as  the  differ- 
ences in  the  concrete  fighting  tasks  confronting  the  working  class  in 
the  various  countries,  an  agreement  between  the  Communist  and 
Social-Democratic  Parties  for  definite  actions  against  the  bourgeoisie 
can  be  carried  out  most  successfully  within  the  confines  of  each 
individual  country.  The  E.C.C.I.  recommends  the  Communist  Par- 
ties of  the  various  countries  to  approach  the  Central  Committees  of 
the  Social-Democratic  Parties  belonging  to  the  L.S.I.  with  proposals 
regarding  joint  actions  against  fascism  and  against  the  capitalist  of- 
fensive. 

Nevertheless,  the  negotiations  between  the  parties  concluding  such 
an  agreement  must  be  based  on  the  most  elementary  prerequisites  for 
the  common  fight. 

Without  a concrete  program  of  action  against  the  bourgeoisie } 
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any  agreement  between  the  forties  would  be  directed  against  the 
interests  of  the  working  class . 

The  E.C.C.I.  therefore  proposes  the  following  points  as  a basis 
of  such  an  agreement: 


(a)  The  Communists  and  Social-Democrats  commence  at  once 
to  organize  and  carry  out  defensive  action  against  the  attacks  of  fas- 
cism and  reaction  on  the  political,  trade  union,  cooperative  and  other 
workers’  organizations,  on  the  workers’  press,  on  the  freedom  of 
meetings,  demonstrations  and  strikes.  They  shall  organize  com- 
mon defense  against  the  armed  attacks  of  the  fascist  bands  by  carry- 
ing out  mass  protests,  street  demonstrations  and  political  mass  strikes. 

They  shall  proceed  to  organize  committees  of  action  in  the  work- 
shops and  factories,  the  Labor  Exchanges  and  the  workers’  quarters, 
as  well  as  organize  self-defense  groups. 

(b)  Communists  and  Social-Democrats  shall  commence  at  once  to 
organize  the  protest  of  the  workers  with  the  aid  of  meetings,  demon- 
strations and  strikes  against  any  wage  reductions,  against  worsening 
of  working  conditions,  against  attacks  on  social  insurance,  against  the 
cutting  down  of  unemployment  benefit,  against  dismissals  from  the 
factories. 

(c)  In  the  adoption  and  practical  carrying  out  of  these  two  con- 
ditions, the  E.C.C.I.  considers  it  possible  to  recommend  the  Com- 
munist Parties  during  the  time  of  common  fight  against  capital  and 
fascism  to  refrain  from  making  attacks  on  Social-Democratic  organi- 
zations. The  most  ruthless  fight  must  be  conducted  against  all  those 
who  violate  the  conditions  of  the  agreement  in  carrying  out  the  united 
front,  as  against  strike  breakers  who  disrupt  the  united  front  of  the 
workers. 

r 

These  conditions  which  are  put  forward  for  acceptance  by  the 
L.S.I.  apply  also  to  those  parties  which,  like  the  Independent  Labor 
Party  for  example,  have  proposed  to  the  Comintern  the  organization 
of  the  united  front  of  struggle. 

The  E.C.C.I.,  which  makes  these  proposals  before  the  interna- 
tional working  class,  calls  upon  all  Communist  Parties,  and  in  the 
first  place  upon  the  Communist  Party  of  Germany,  immediately  and 
without  waiting  for  the  results  of  negotiations  and  agreements  with 
the  Social-Democracy  with  regard  to  a common  fight,  to  proceed  to 
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organize  joint  fighting  committees  with  Social-Democratic  workers 
and  with  workers  of  all  other  persuasions. 

The  Communists  have  proved,  through  their  long  years  of  strug- 
gley that  they  stand , and  will  stand , not  in  words  but  in  deeds y in  the 
front  ranks,  of  the  fight  for  the  united  front  in  class  actions  against 
the  bourgeoisie . 

The  E.C.C.I.  firmly  believes  that  the  Social-Democratic  and 
non-party  workers,  regardless  of  what  attitude  the  Social-Democratic 
leaders  adopt  in  setting  up  the  united  front,  will  overcome  all  ob- 
stacles and,  together  with  the  Communists,  set  up  the  united  front, 
not  in  words,  but  in  deeds. 

Precisely  at  the  present  moment,  when  German  fascism  has  or- 
ganized a monstrous  provocation,  in  setting  fire  to  the  Reichstag, 
forging  documents  about  an  alleged  Communist  insurrection,  etc., 
in  order  to  crush  the  workers5  movement  in  Germany,  every  worker 
must  recognize  his  class  duty  in  the  fight  against  the  capitalist  offen- 
sive and  fascist  reaction. 

Down  with  the  fascist  reaction  and  the  terror  against  the  working 
class! 

For  the  united  front  of  struggle  of  the  proletariat! 

Proletarians  of  all  countriesy  unite  for  the  fight  against  the  capi- 
talist offensive  and  capitalism! 

Executive  Committee  of  the 

Communist  International. 

* * * 

The  Secretariat  of  the  Central  Committee  of  the  C .P.U.S.A . 
fully  agrees  with  the  Manifesto  of  the  Executive  C ommittee  of  the 
Communist  International  for  achieving  the  unity  of  the  workers  in 
the  struggle  against  the  capitalist  offensive  and  fascism . 

The  Political  Bureau  of  the  Party  willy  during  the  next  few  daysy 
make  public  concrete  proposals  for  the  realization  of  such  united 
action  of  all  workers . 

These  proposals  will  be  made  specifically  to  the  Socialist  Party y 
the  Conference  for  Progressive  Labor  Action  and  the  American 
F ederation  of  Labor  on  the  carrying  on  of  united  struggle  against 
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Roosevelt’s  economy  and  inflation  fro gram y against  wage  cutsy  for 
increased  waget  and  relief  to  meet  higher  prices y for  federal  social 
insurance y against  police  terror  in  strikes y against  injunctions  and 
deportations y for  stopping  of  shipment  of  munitions  to  J apcmy  for 
mass  protests  against  German  fascism y for  release  of  Thaelmanny 
Torgler  and  all  other  imprisoned  victims  of  the  Hitler  regimey  and 
for  mass  solidarity  with  the  German  workers . 


Communist  Party  Proposes  United  Action 

March  30,  1933. 

Statement  of  the  Central  C ommittee  of  the  Communist  Partyy 
U.S.A,y  offering  united  front  on  the  basis  of  the  Communist  Inter- 
national appeal : 


HpO  THE  TOILING  MASSES  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES : 

A TO  THE  NATIONAL  EXECUTIVE  COUNCIL  OF  THE  AMERICAN 
FEDERATION  OF  LABOR! 

TO  THE  NATIONAL  EXECUTIVE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE/ SOCIALIST  PARTY! 
TO  THE  NATIONAL  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  CONFERENCE  FOR  PROGRES- 
SIVE LABOR  ACTION! 

TO  THE  NATIONAL  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  TRADE  UNION  UNITY 

league: 

TO  ALL  OTHER  NATIONAL  TRADE  UNIONS  AND  WORKING  CLASS 
ORGANIZATIONS,  NATIONAL  AND  LOCAL,  NEGRO  AND  WHITE! 


The  Communist  Party  of  the  U.S.A.  fully  agrees  with  the  pro- 
posals of  the  Communist  International  for  a renewed  effort  to  forge 
the  unity  of  the  workers  in  a united  struggle  for  the  maintenance 
of  their  living  standards,  against  Hitler’s  bloody  fascist  regime  in 
Germany  and  against  imperialist  war. 

The  need  for  working  class  unity  was  never  before  more  urgent 
than  at  the  present  time.  Only  through  a solid,  fighting  unity  of 
the  masses  can  the  living  standards  of  the  toilers  be  maintained,  can 
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the  attempts  to  lower  these  standards  be  defeated,  and  the  mass 
resistance  to  fascism  and  the  increasing  war  danger  be  developed. 

The  economic  crisis  in  the  United  States  is  deepening.  Hunger 
stalks  the  richest  country  in  the  world.  Over  sixteen  million  work- 
ers are  unemployed.  Millions  of  farmers  are  impoverished. 

ROOSEVELT  ACTS  FOR  BANKERS 

Roosevelt’s  policies,  as  is  already  evident,  are  policies  in  the  inter- 
ests of  the  bankers  and  big  industrialists  and  against  the  interests  of 
the  toiling  masses.  The  dictatorial  powers  taken  by  Roosevelt — 
already  a step  toward  fascization — are  being  used  against  the  toilers. 
The  militarization  of  labor,  the  economy  program  at  the  expense  of 
the  masses,  banking  measures  which  wipe  out  the  savings  of  mil- 
lions of  small  depositors,  the  inflation  of  the  dollar  which  reduces  the 
purchasing  power  of  the  toilers,  and  increased  military  and  naval 
expenditures  in  preparation  for  a new  war  in  which  the  masses  will 
be  called  upon  to  be  the  cannon  fodder — this  is  the  anti-working 
class  program  of  Roosevelt. 

The  war  policies  of  American  imperialism  are  also  being  pursued 
by  the  other  imperialist  powers  with  equal  energy,  indicating  that  the 
capitalist  world,  unable  to  solve  the  crisis  by  economic  measures,  is 
preparing  for  war  in  a desperate  effort  to  find  a way  out. 

The  same  trend  toward  a forceful  solution  of  the  crisis  is  shown 
in  the  growing  resort  to  fascist  terror,  particularly  by  the  bloody 
Hitler  regime  in  Germany,  also  in  Austria  and  other  European  na- 
tions, and  even  by  the  beginnings  of  the  fascization  of  the  state 
apparatus  in  the  United  States. 

UNITED  FRONT  ABSOLUTELY  VITAL 

Under  such  circumstances  it  is  a life  and  death  question  for  the 
toiling  masses  to  form  a united  front  of  struggle  against  the  capi- 
talist attack  on  their  living  standards,  against  the  growing  bloody 
fascist  terror,  and  against  the  acute  danger  of  war.  A united  work- 
ing class  aided  by  the  toiling  farmers  and  the  oppressed  Negro  people 
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could  effectively  resist  these  hunger  and  war  plans  of  the  bosses.  It 
is  an  imperative  necessity  that  all  workers’  organizations — the  Amer- 
ican Federation  of  Labor,  the  Socialist  Party  and  the  Communist 
Party  particularly — should  join  in  a united  effort  to  weld  together  a 
solid  fighting  front  of  all  the  toilers. 

Such  a united  effort  in  order  to  be  beneficial  to  the  workers  must 
necessarily  be  made  on  the  basis  of  active  mass  struggle  for  such 
clear-cut  working  class  demands  as  the  following: 

1.  Against  Roosevelt’s  hunger  and  war  program ; against  forced 
labor  5 against  wage-cuts*  for  increased  wages  to  meet  rising  prices  j 
for  adequate  relief  for  the  unemployed  without  discrimination 
against  Negro  or  foreign-born*  for  shorter  hours  without  reduction 
in  pay;  and  for  relief  for  the  small  farmers. 

2.  I'or  federal  unemployment  insurance*  against  the  proposed 
unemployment  “reserves”  bills. 

3.  For  the  workers’  rights,  for  the  release  of  Tom  Mooney,  the 
Scottsboro  boys,  and  all  political  prisoners * against  police  terror, 
against  deportations,  and  against  injunctions  in  labor  disputes. 

4.  Against  fascist  terror  and  anti-Semitism  in  Germany  * for  the 
release  of  Thaelmann  and  of  all  imprisoned  anti-fascist  forces  * for 
material  support  to  the  revolutionary  movement  of  Germany. 

5.  For  the  immediate  withdrawal  of  the  Japanese  forces  from 
China,  for  the  defense  of  the  Chinese  people,  for  the  stopping  of 
munition  shipments  to  Japan  * against  the  imperialist  war  policy  of 
Wall  Street  particularly  now  in  the  Far  East  and  in  Latin  America. 

6.  For  the  recognition  of  the  Soviet  Union  by  the  United  States * 
against  imperialist  attacks  on  the  Soviet  Union. 


FIGHT  TO  WIN  BACK  YOUR  WAGEs! 

The  realization  of  these  general  demands  requires  the  immediate 
taking  up  of  a united  struggle  to  restore  the  wages  of  the  miners,  the 
steel  workers,  the  auto,  textile  and  all  other  workers.  It  means  to 
prepare  to  win  back  the  wage  cut  put  over  on  the  railroad  workers. 
It  means  support  to  all  workers  now  carrying  on  a fight  for  improved 
conditions.  It  necessitates  the  development  of  the  broadest  mass 
action  against  the  Roosevelt  forced  labor  and  economy  measures,  for 
federal  aid  to  the  unemployed  and  for  unemployment  insurance. 
This  struggle  at  present  means  the  support  and  building  up  of  the 
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Mooney  Congress  to  be  held  in  Chicago,  the  defense  of  the  nine 
Negro  Scottsboro  boys,  for  the  release  of  those  now  held  for  deporta- 
tion and  against  all  deportation  measures. 

THE  COMMUNISTS  HAVE  CONSISTENTLY  ADVOCATED  UNITY  OF 

WORKERS 

The  Communist  Party  of  the  United  States  has  consistently  ad- 
vocated the  unity  of  the  workers  in  active  struggle  for  such  demands. 
To  an  increasing  extent,  the  workers  have  themselves  emphasized 
their  desire  for  unity.  In  the  demonstration  of  October  30  in  Chi- 
cago, in  the  National  Hunger  March,  in  the  numerous  state  hunger 
marches,,  in  the  nation-wide  March  4th  demonstration,  in  innumer- 
able local  strikes,  demonstrations  and  other  actions,  Socialist  and 
Communist  workers,  workers  of  the  A.  F.  of  L.  and  unorganized 
workers  have  united  in  effective  actions  which  won  concessions  from 
the  bosses  and  prevented  a further  lowering  of  the  living  standards 
of  the  masses. 

These  actions,  effective  as  they  were,  could  not  accomplish  the 
greatest  results  because  big  national  workers’  organizations — the 
A.  F.  of  L.,  and  Socialist  Party  particularly — were  not  ready  to 
give  their  aid  in  the  setting  up  of  a militant  fighting  front  of  the 
workers.  On  the  contrary,  the  leaders  of  these  bodies  actively  pre- 
vented the  united  action  of  the  workers  and  by  their  policies  during 
the  crisis  have  been  a direct  help  to  the  bourgeoisie  in  carrying  through 
the  attacks  on  the  masses. 

This  policy  is  still  being  continued.  President  Green  of  the 
A.  F.  of  L.  has  already  abandoned  the  fight  on  the  Roosevelt  forced 
labor  bill  which  is  one  of  the  most  threatening  acts  against  labor. 
The  Socialist  Party  leaders  go  to  Washington  to  congratulate  Roose- 
velt on  his  banking  acts  which  have  already  wiped  out  the  savings 
of  many  small  depositors.  The  Socialist  Party  has  so  far  refused 
to  join  in  a united  conference  to  free  Mooney,  has  rejected  proposals 
for  joint  May  Day  meetings.  The  Socialist  Party  is  now  chief 
sponsor  to  a conference  in  Washington  from  which  really  militant 
labor  organizations  including  the  Communists,  are  barred.  The  So- 
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cialist  Party  is  also  silent  on  or  approves  the  obvious  acts  of  capitula- 
tion to  Hitler  already  carried  through  by  some  of  the  Socialist  leaders 
in  Germany. 

Recently,  however,  due  to  the  sharp  attacks  of  the  bosses  on  all 
workers,  including  the  members  of  the  reformist  organizations  both 
here  and  in  Germany,  these  bodies  are  no  longer  able  to  avoid  talk  of 
unity.  The  Communist  Party  of  the  U.S.A.,  which  has  consistently 
stood  for  militant  united  action,  takes  note  of  this  unity  talk  in  the 
reformist  bodies.  We  again  propose  and  urge  united  action  of  the 
American  Federation  of  Labor,  the  Socialist  Party,  the  Conference 
for  Progressive  Labor  Action,  together  with  the  Communist  Party 
in  an  effort  to  unite  the  broad  masses  of  the  toilers  in  one  joint 
struggle  for  a program  of  demands  such  as  outlined  above.  The 
Communist  Party  addresses  its  proposal  for  unity  directly  to  the  lead- 
ing National  Committees  of  these  organizations  and  proposes  a con- 
ference with  representatives  chosen  by  these  bodies  to  consider  these 
proposals  and  concrete  mass  struggles,  for  the  realization  of  the 
agreed  upon  demands. 

UNITY  URGENT,  CANNOT  WAIT  OUTCOME  OF  NEGOTIATIONS 

However,  the  Communist  Party  urges  the  workers  not  to  wait 
for  the  outcome  of  these  negotiations.  Unity  is  an  urgent  imme- 
diate need  in  every  factory,  mill  and  mine,  in  every  neighborhood,  in 
every  city.  Daily  attacks  are  being  made  on  the  workers’  standards. 
These  attacks  must  be  answered  immediately  as  they  are  made.  This 
requires  unity  at  once,  without  delay.  The  Communist  Party  urges 
all  workers — Communists,  Socialists,  A.  F.  of  L.  members  particu- 
larly, to  unite  in  every  factory  and  town.  We  urge  all  workers  to 
set  up  joint  committees  of  action  to  prepare  and  carry  through  joint 
meetings,  demonstrations,  parades  and  strikes  to  force  the  granting 
of  the  mutually  agreed  upon  local  demands.  The  Central  Com- 
mittee urges  the  district  and  local  Communist  bodies  to  immediately 
take  the  initiative  in  making  proposals  for  joint  action  to  correspond- 
ing Socialist  and  A.  F.  of  L.  bodies  in  order  to  achieve  the  fighting 
unity  of  the  workers  with  the  least  possible  delay. 
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OUR  ATTITUDE  TOWARD  SOCIALISTS  AND  A.  F.  OF  L.  LEADERS 


The  Socialist  and  A.  F.  of  L.  leaders  often  concealed  their  re- 
sistance to  united  action  on  the  grounds  of  the  sharp  criticisms  made 
of  their  policies  and  actions  by  the  Communists.  The  Central  Com- 
mittee, in  line  with  the  proposal  of  the  Communist  International, 
advises  all  districts,  local  bodies  and  the  working  class  generally,  that 
the  Communist  Party  is  ready  to  sincerely  agree  to  withhold  all 
attacks  upon  Socialists,  A.  F.  of  L.  or  other  working  class  bodies 
which  sincerely  enter  into  mutual  agreements  for  united  struggles 
around  agreed-upon  issues  and  loyally  carry  through  the  agreement 
in  practice.  This  does  not,  of  course,  infringe  upon  the  right  of  any 
organization  or  its  representatives  to  freely  make  and  discuss  pro- 
posed demands  and  actions  in  the  course  of  efforts  to  reach  agree- 
ments. At  the  same  time,  the  Central  Committee  considers  it  neces- 
sary to  emphasize,  that  in  case  any  organization,  or  its  representatives, 
breaks  the  agreement  made,  or  fails  to  carry  it  out  in  practice,  the 
most  ruthless  fight  must  be  carried  on,  arousing  the  masses  against 
those  responsible  for  such  betrayals  as  against  scabs  and  strike- 
breakers. 

On  the  basis  of  these  proposals,  the  Communist  Party  pledges 
itself  before  the  masses  to  bend  every  effort  to  quickly  and  firmly 
weld  a solid  fighting  front  of  the  toilers  against  the  capitalist  offen- 
sive as  represented  in  Roosevelt’s  policies,  against  fascism  and 
against  war. 

We  particularly  urge  that  a beginning  be  made  in  the  establish- 
ment of  such  effective  united  resistance  to  the  bosses’  hunger  and 
war  program  by  converting  the  proposed  Continental  Congress  into 
a broad  united  front  action  of  all  workers’  organizations  without 
exception. 

We  further  urge  that  united  support  be  given  by  all  working 
class  bodies  to  the  Mooney  Conference  in  Chicago  which  must  be 
made  a central  rallying  point  in  the  struggle  to  free  all  class  war 
prisoners. 

Finally,  the  May  First  actions  this  year  in  every  locality  must  be 
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united  actions;  they  must  see  the  coming  together  of  all  workers’ 
bodies  in  one  united  struggle  for  the  workers’  demands. 

Fraternally  yours, 

Central  Committee 
Communist  Party,  U.S.A. 


“For  Unity  in  Struggle  Against  Fascism, 
Hunger,  War!” 

Open  Letter  to  Socialist  Workers  from  the  Central 
Committee  of  the  Communist  Party 

May  26,  1934. 

' I 'O  THE  MEMBERS  OF  THE  SOCIALIST  PARTY  AND  THE  DELE- 
A GATES  AT  ITS  NATIONAL  CONVENTION: 

COMRADE  WORKERS! 

We  address  you,  workers  who  understand  that  the  rotten  capi- 
talist system  is  destroying  and  will  destroy  all  tolerable  conditions 
of  life  for  the  working  class  and  the  toiling  masses,  that  this  system 
must  be  overthrown  and  a socialist  system  erected  in  its  place,  and 
that  to  bring  about  this  change  the  working  class  must  organize 
itself  and  take  power,  constituting  itself  as  the  ruling  class. 

At  this  moment  the  world  stands  before  another  great  crisis, 
similar  to  that  of  1914-1918.  Again  the  workers  of  the  world  stand 
at  the  cross-roads,  and  must  choose  one  of  two  paths.  Again  the 
workers’  struggles  are  rising  also  in  the  United  States,  most  impor- 
tant of  all  in  a great  wave  of  strikes.  But  this  time,'  we  have  the 
benefit  of  the  brilliant  light  thrown  by  the  experience  of  the  last 
sixteen  years,  upon  the  question,  “Which  way?” 

TWO  CAMPS 

In  the  closing  years  of  the  World  War  and  the  immediate  post- 
war period,  the  workers  who  had  already  declared  for  socialism  found 
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themselves  divided  into  two  camps.  One  was  the  Second  Interna- 
tional, which  declared  through  its  principal  theoretical  spokesman, 
Karl  Kautsky,  and  in  the  United  States  through  Morris  Hillquit,  that 
the  road  to  socialism  must  be  through  a transitional  period  of  coali- 
tion with  the  bourgeoisie,  of  cooperation  of  working  class  with  capi- 
talist class,  of  gradual  and  peaceful  transition  to  socialism  through 
bourgeois  democracy.  The  other  camp  was  that  of  the  revolutionary 
socialist  groups,  headed  by  the  Russian  Bolsheviks  under  the  leader- 
ship of  Lenin,  which  founded  the  Communist  International  in  1919, 
who  pointed  out  that  the  road  to  socialism  must  be  through  a transi- 
tional period  which  could  only  be  a dictatorship  of  the  working  class 
against  the  capitalist  class,  of  civil  war  between  them,  the  establish- 
ment of  a new  Workers’  State  power,  and  the  crushing  of  the  reac- 
tionary forces,  the  enemies  of  the  revolution. 

BALANCE  SHEET  OF  SIXTEEN  YEARS 

We  now  have  before  us  the  balance  sheet  of  16  years  applica- 
tion of  these  two  opposition  lines  of  action.  In  Germany  and  Aus- 
tria, the  road  of  Kautsky  and  the  Second  International  was  taken  by 
the  majority  of  the  workers;  in  Russia,  the  road  of  Lenin  and  the 
Communist  International  was  taken  by  the  great  majority,  with  the 
establishment  of  the  Union  of  Socialist  Soviet  Republics. 

“By  their  fruits  ye  shall  know  them.”  The  road  of  the  Sec- 
ond International,  of  coalition,  of  class-cooperation,  of  gradualism, 
of  “democracy,”  led  inevitably  step  by  step  in  Germany  and  Aus- 
tria to  the  surrender  without  struggle  of  all  the  gains  of  the  1918 
revolution.  It  led  to  the  shameful  vote  for  Hindenburg,  to  the 
refusal  of  a united  fight  with  the  Communists  against  Hitler,  to  the 
capitulation  to  fascism,  to  the  crowning  infamy  of  the  vote  for  Hit- 
ler’s policy  in  the  Reichstag  in  May,  1933.  It  led  to  the  shattering 
of  “Red  Vienna”  and  its  “municipal  socialism”  by  the  artillery  of 
Dollfuss  and  the  slaughtering  of  a betrayed  and  leaderless  working 
class. 

The  road  of  the  Second  International  led  directly  to  the  vic- 
tory of  fascism. 
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THE  ROAD  OF  LENIN 


The  road  of  Lenin,  of  the  Communist  International,  led  step  by 
step  to  the  consolidation  of  the  power  of  the  workers,  to  the  over- 
coming of  the  terrible  economic  problems  of  a shattered,  backward, 
country  amidst  a world  of  enemies,  to  the  laying  of  solid  founda- 
tions of  a socialist  system.  It  led  to  a brilliant  and  unparalleled 
economic  advance,  which  brought  the  Soviet  Union  into  the  first 
ranks  of  the  industrial  nations,  to  a cultural  revolution  and  a rise 
of  living  standards  without  precedent  in  history.  It  led  to  the  crea- 
tion of  a mighty  stronghold  of  working  class  power,  based  upon 
socialism,  which  is  capable  of  meeting  and  defeating  a world  of  capi- 
talist and  fascist  enemies. 

Workers  of  the  Socialist  Party!  Which  of  these  roads  do  you 
wish  to  travel  in  the  United  States ? You  must  choose  one  or  the 
other . There  is  no  third  way . 

The  Communist  Party  addresses  you,  pointing  out  to  you  this 
great,  all-dominating  question  which  you  must  answer,  because  this 
is  a question  of  life  or  death  for  the  working  class,  for  the  establish- 
ment of  socialism  in  our  country.  Your  leaders  have  taken  you, 
they  are  taking  you  today,  along  the  same  sad  road  travelled  by  Ger- 
man and  Austrian  Social-Democracy.  We  appeal  to  you,  workers 
in  the  Socialist  Party,  to  call  a halt  to  any  further  steps  along  this 
path  towards  death  and  destruction. 

When  your  leaders  endorse  the  N.R.A.,  as  Louis  Waldman  did 
in  your  name  in  the  Washington  code  hearings,  they  are  taking  you 
on  the  same  road  that  German  Socialism  travelled.  When  Thomas 
and  Hillquit  visited  the  White  House  to  congratulate  Roosevelt  on 
his  “progressive”  policies  in  the  first  weeks  of  the  new  administration, 
they  were  walking  in  the  footsteps  of  Loebe,  Weis,  Severing,  Bauer, 
Vandervelde  and  MacDonald.  When  your  leaders  give  their  whole- 
hearted support  to  the  Green- Woll-Lewis  bureaucracy,  at  the  head 
of  the  A.  F.  of  L.,  as  they  do,  and  endorse  the  infamous  auto  settle- 
ment and  the  steel  code,  this  is  essentially  a coalition  policy  with 
Roosevelt,  and  through  Roosevelt  with  finance  capital.  This  course 
is  paving  the  way  for  fascism  in  the  U.S.  just  as  the  course  in  Ger- 
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many  and  Austria,  which  was  also  approved  by  your  leaders,  led  to 
the  victory  of  Hitler  and  Dollfuss. 

THE  COMMUNIST  PARTY 

It  is  quite  possible  that  most  of  you,  uneasily  conscious  of  this 
problem,  are  still  unable  to  give  yourselves  a clear  answer  as  to  how 
to  find  a way  out  of  the  swamp  into  which  the  Second  Interna- 
tional has  led  you.  Many  of  you  are  still  filled  with  suspicions  and 
distrust  against  the  Communist  Party,  about  which  you  know  little 
except  what  its  enemies  have  told  you. 

The  Communist  Party  has  been  tested  and  proved  in  action. 
We  invite  you  to  join  with  the  Communist  Party  in  a united  struggle 
for  the  most  immediate  and  pressing  needs  of  the  workers  and  toil- 
ing masses,  against  developing  fascism  and  imperialist  war.  To 
fight  for  and  to  win  these  immediate  demands  is  the  first  step  on  the 
road  to  Socialism.  Never  was  the  need  of  unity  so  great.  The  capi- 
talist attacks  against  living  standards  must  be  defeated.  The  work- 
ing class  must  be  organized,  must  win  victories.  We  invite  you  to 
join  in  a united  fight  for  such  objectives  as  the  following: 

1.  For  decisive  wage  increases,  to  overcome  the  declining  stand- 
ards of  living  being  brought  about  by  the  Roosevelt  “New  Deal” 
and  the  N.R.A. ; for  a decisive  shortening  of  the  working-week;  for 
driving  company  unions  out  of  the  industries;  for  a bold  and  ener- 
getic strike  movement  in  every  industry  to  win  these  demands;  for 
a decisive  fight  within  the  unions  against  the  policies  of  Green,  Woll, 
Lewis  & Co.,  and  for  building  a revolutionary  trade  union  lead- 
ership. 

2.  For  the  immediate  enactment  of  the  Workers’  Unemployment 
Insurance  Bill  (H.  R.  7598),  the  only  real  social  insurance  proposal 
before  the  country,  which  has  already  been  endorsed  by  over  2,000 
A.  F.  of  L.  unions,  by  many  City  Councils,  including  those  of  Mil- 
waukee and  Bridgeport,  by  the  Farmer-Labor  Party  of  Minnesota,  by 
the  unions  of  the  Trade  Union  Unity  League, — for  a vigorous  strug- 
gle for  immediate  relief,  for  building  a strong  Unemployment  Coun- 
cil movement,  and  unifying  all  mass  organizations  of  the  unem- 
ployed. 

3.  For  the  immediate  enactment  of  the  Farmers’  Emergency 
Relief  Bill,  to  secure  the  farmers  in  possession  of  their  land  and 
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tools,  to  provide  them  with  the  means  to  cultivate  their  lands,  and  to 
produce  the  abundance  of  food  that  the  masses  need.  This  is  the 
only  measure  before  the  country  which,  if  carried  out,  will  really 
meet  the  needs  of  the  masses  of  farmers. 

4.  For  the  immediate  enactment  of  the  Bill  for  Negro  Rights 
and  to  Suppress  Lynching  proposed  by  the  League  of  Struggle  for 
Negro  Rights  j for  a daily  struggle  to  immediately  win  equal  rights 
for  the  Negroes  in  every  phase  of  life  5 for  the  unconditional  libera- 
tion of  the  Scottsboro  boys. 

5.  For  the  united  struggle  against  War  and  Fascism,  to  stop  ship- 
ments of  munitions,  to  defend  the  Soviet  Union,  etc.,  along  the  lines 
of  the  program  of  the  American  League  Against  War  and  Fascism, 
adopted  unanimously  by  the  great  U.S.  Congress  Against  War  on 
October  1,  1933,  by  2,616  delegates  from  the  broadest  variety  of 
organizations  ever  gathered  together  in  the  U.S.  j for  the  freedom  of 
Thaelmann  and  all  other  anti-fascist  prisoners  in  Germany. 

6.  For  the  broadest  possible  united  action  in  localities,  in  the  fac- 
tories, and  trade  unions,  on  every  question  affecting  the  workers  and 
toiling  masses,  to  win  better  working  conditions,  relief  for  the  unem- 
ployed, etc.,  and  to  build  and  unify  the  existing  mass  organizations 
of  the  working  class. 

The  Communist  Party  is  prepared  to  cooperate  with  every 
worker  and  workers5  organization  which  will  really  fight  for  these 
things.  We  offered  a united  front  in  March,  1933,  but  it  was  re- 
fused by  your  leaders,  in  the  same  way  as  the  German  socialists 
refused  the  Communist  offer  for  a joint  fight  against  Hitler.  We 
offered  to  suspend  criticism  of  organizations  entering  such  joint  strug- 
gle, for  the  duration  of  the  agreed-upon  actions,  on  condition  that 
the  fight  is  loyally  carried  through  by  all. 

We  are  offering  to  all  workers  in  the  Socialist  Party  who  really 
want  to  fight  against  the  terrible  misery,  against  the  growing  danger 
of  imperialist  war  and  fascism,  everywhere,  in  all  factories,  trade 
unions,  and  localities,  to  build  a real  and  solid  fighting  united  front. 
For  unity  in  struggle  against  hunger,  fascism  and  war! 

Fraternally  yours, 

Central  Committee,  Communist  Party  of  u.s.a, 

(Signed)  Earl  Browder,  general  secretary. 
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A Serious  Word  to  the  Socialist  Party 

✓ 

By  Earl  Browder 

GENERAL  SECRETARY,  COMMUNIST  PARTY,  U.S.A. 

July  14,  1934. 

T^HE  Communist  Party  recently  addressed  a letter  to  the  Socialist 
A Party  Convention  at  Detroit  proposing  immediate,  practical  steps 
for  the  formation  of  the  united  front  on  the  life  and  death  questions 
that  now  confront  the  working  class. 

It  was  to  defend  and  advance  the  best  interests  of  the  working 
class  that  this  proposal  was  made  to  the  Socialist  National  Conven- 
tion. 

But  the  convention  did  not  answer  this  proposal.  Instead,  it 
referred  the  matter  to  the  newly  elected  National  Executive  Com- 
mittee. 

Up  to  the  present  moment,  however,  this  newly  elected  National 
Committee,  consisting  of  people  under  the  leadership  of  Norman 
Thomas,  and  considering  themselves  “Left  wing”  in  contrast  to  the 
Waldmans,  Cahans,  Pankens  of  the  “Old  Guard”,  this  new  com- 
mittee has  also  seen  fit  to  wholly  ignore  the  united  front  letter  of  the 
Communist  Party. 

Thus  far,  there  has  been  no  answer,  either  positive  or  negative. 
* * * 

The  Revolutionary  Policies  Committee  in  the  Socialist  Party 
which  declares  itself  more  to  the  Left  than  even  the  Thomas  wing 
supporting  the  new  Declaration  of  Principles,  has  levelled  stringent 
criticism  against  the  Communist  Party  for  our  united  front  policy. 

This  group  accused  us  of  fighting  solely  for  a united  front  from 
below — without  the  Socialist  Party  leaders  and  against  these  leaders. 

If  by  this  is  meant  that  we  oppose  that  specious  and  false  kind 
of  “united  front”  which  consists  merely  of  endless  debates  and  the 
issuance  of  general  statements  without  any  concrete  unity  m actions} 
in  struggle } then  we  surely  are  opposed  to  this.  The  united  front  has 
value  only  insofar  as  it  aids  the  working  class  to  achieve  practical, 
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concrete  results,  improvements  in  its  daily  life,  victories  against  fas- 
cism, etc. 

We  have  been  sending  repeated  concrete  proposals  to  the  Socialist 
Party  leaders  for  the  preparation  of  united  front  actions. 

We  have  proposed  more  than  three  times  in  the  past  twelve 
months,  negotiations  between  the  two  Parties  for  common  agree- 
ment on  united  action  for  specific,  immediate  issues. 

In  addition,  we  have  stated  our  readiness  to  agree  to  a cessation 
of  all  mutual  attack  during  the  period  of  the  united  actions,  as  long 
as  these  actions  commonly  agreed  upon,  are  honestly  put  into  effect. 

These  proposals,  made  by  our  Central  Committee  to  the  Socialist 
Party,  still  stand.  They  still  stand,  ready  for  mutual  discussion  and 
agreement,  despite  the  fact  that  they  have  received  no  response  from 
either  the  National  Committee  of  the  S.P.  or  the  Revolutionary 
Policies  Committee. 

For  these  united  front  proposals  we  shall  continue  to  fight, 
striving  to  weld  among  the  masses  the  unity  of  the  working  class. 
Certainly  no  one  will  deny  that  this  is  our  revolutionary  duty.  The 
recent  inspiring  united  actions  of  the  French  Socialists  and  Commu- 
nists in  defence  of  Thaelmann  and  against  fascism  prove  once  and 
for  all  that  this  unity  is  possible  in  action. 

* * >1? 

Certain  immediate,  concrete  issues  face  Socialist  and  Communist 
workers  alike. 

The  fight  against  the  monster  of  advancing  fascism  is  now  truly 
a life  and  death  question. 

We  ask  the  leaders  and  rank  and  file  of  the  Socialist  Party  these 
questions: 

Would  it  not  be  of  tremendous  effect  in  the  mobilizing  of  our 
forces,  and  for  all  workers,  as  well,  if,  for  example,  in  California, 
Socialists  and  Communists  were  to  hold  immense  united  front  mass 
meetings  protesting  the  reign  of  terror  against  the  Pacific  Coast 
strikers? 

Would  it  not  be  of  tremendous  effect  in  the  advance  of  the  work- 
ing class  movement  all  over  the  country,  if  Socialists  and  Communists 
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combined  to  use  their  influence  in  the  trade  unions  everywhere  for 
mass  demonstrations  and  practical  aid  to  the  Pacific  Coast  strikers? 

And  suppose  Socialists  and  Communists  united,  despite  all  the 
real  differences  between  the  two  Parties,  to  fight  wage  cuts,  strike- 
breaking, terrorism  against  picket  lines,  street  meetings,  etc.,  would 
not  this  strike  a serious  blow  at  fascist  reaction  and  capitalist  exploita- 
tion ? 

Under  such  conditions,  would  not  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
workers  and  impoverished  farmers  join  us  in  our  fight  against  capi- 
talism ? 

And  with  what  power  could  such  united  front  actions  be  effec- 
tive in  the  large  cities!  In  New  York,  for  example,  a joint  demon- 
stration of  Socialists  and  Communists  against  the  increasing  police 
brutality  of  the  LaGuardia-O’Ryan  administration  could  be  a mighty 
thing. 

Wasn’t  the  Socialist,  Lasser  of  the  Workers’  Unemployment 
Union,  beaten  by  the  same  police  who  assault  Communist  meet- 
ings? And  isn’t  the  question  of  social  and  unemployment  insurance, 
endorsed  by  many  Socialist  Party  locals,  an  immediate  need  of  the 
New  York  City  masses  upon  which  we  could  act  together? 

* * * 

Then  there  is  the  fight  against  fascism. 

Very  earnestly  we  wish  to  place  before  the  leadership  and  the 
members  of  the  Socialist  Party  the  question  of  the  fight  for  the  lib- 
eration of  Ernst  Thaelmann  and  all  anti-fascist  fighters  now  in  the 
torture  dungeons  of  the  Nazis. 

The  cooperation  of  many  Socialist  workers  in  this  campaign  for 
the  freeing  of  Thaelmann  has  been  gratifying. 

But  is  it  not  clear  how  much  more  powerful  this  struggle  could 
be  if  Socialists  and  Communists  united  to  carry  forward  this  cam- 
paign together? 

And  surely  not  much  discussion  is  needed  to  drive  home  the  grave 
import  of  this  fight.  Every  Socialist  worker  understands  and  feels 
deep  emotion  in  regard  to  the  fight  against  the  beasts  of  fascism. 

And  every  Socialist  should  realize  that  these  blows  that  we  strike 
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together  against  the  Hitler  beasts,  become  also  a blow  at  the  menace 
of  fascist  savagery  right  here  at  home. 

The  growth  of  fascist  propaganda  here,  the  activities  of  Nazi 
agents,  and  the  rise  of  fascist  movements  all  over  the  country,  the 
shooting  of  strikers,  the  terrorism  in  the  South,  the  spread  of  com- 
pany unions,  etc. — are  these  not  danger  signals  that  we  must  heed 
at  once? 

And  what  Socialist  would  not  agree  that  the  growth  of  fascism 
and  the  menace  of  imperialist  war  slaughter  go  hand  in  hand?  The 
Socialist  Detroit  Convention  itself  stated  this. 

I ask  you:  Why  should  it  not  be  possible  to  hold  huge  united 
front  mass  meetings  of  Socialist  and  Communist  workers  in  every 
city  on  August  1,  the  international  day  of  struggle  against  imperialist 
war  and  fascism? 

I ask  you:  Is  there  any  plausible  reason  that  should  make  this 
unity  against  imperialist  war  impossible?  Can  anyone  doubt  that 
such  successful  joint  actions  would  stir  wide  circles  of  the  working 
class  into  action  against  the  brutality  and  exploitation  of  the  capi- 
talist employers? 

Such  are  the  problems  of  the  united  front.  They  are  the  im- 
mediate concrete  problems  which  face  the  masses  in  their  daily 
struggle  to  live. 

The  united  front  does  not  involve  the  questions  of  democracy 
and  dictatorship,  the  question  of  armed  uprising  and  the  seizure  of 
power  through  revolution  or  ballot.  These  are  questions  that  will 
be  settled  in  the  day  to  day  clash  of  opinion,  in  the  crucible  of  experi- 
ence of  the  working  class,  at  home  and  in  the  international  arena. 

What  is  involved  in  our  united  front  proposals  is  the  immediate, 
practical  unity  of  the  working  class  now  against  the  attacks  of  the 
police,  for  the  right  to  assemble  and  speak  freely,  for  the  right  to 
organize  unions,  for  higher  wages,  etc. — all  the  immediate  questions 
of  the  day  to  day  struggle  for  better  living  conditions  for  the  work- 
ing class. 

Members  and  officials  of  the  Socialist  Party!  Must  we  wait 
until  we  have  a Germany  or  an  Austria? 

We  Communists  sincerely  extend  our  hand  to  all  Socialists  ready 
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to  act,  ready  to  fight  for  the  immediate  interests  of  the  working 
class,  in  New  York,  and  in  all  sections  of  the  country. 

We  say  that  those  who  hamper  the  united  actions  of  the  masses 
will  stand  in  judgment  before  the  bar  of  the  American  and  interna- 
tional working  class. 

We  say  that  only  those  who  seek  to  cement  the  unity  of  the 
Socialist  and  Communist  workers,  despite  all  the  differences  between 
the  two  parties,  are  truly  fighting  for  the  working  class  against  capi- 
talism. 

The  way  to  unity  must  be  found.  Before  the  forum  of  the 
American  working  class,  of  all  who  toil,  we  come  forward  with  our 
proposals  for  class  solidarity.  Let  no  hesitation  stand  in  the  way  of 
that  working  class  unity  which  is  a crying  need  in  the  light  of  the 
developing  situation  here  and  throughout  the  world.  Let  our  calls 
be  answered. 


Exchange  of  Letters  Between  Browder  and 
Thomas  on  United  Front 

Socialist  Leader  Sends  Reply  to  First  Letter  of  Browder 

Aug.  25,  1934. 

Norman  Thomas y Socialist  Party  leader y has  sent  a letter  to 
Earl  Browder  y General  Secretary  of  the  Communist  Party y in  an- 
swer to  his  recent  letter  suggesting  a discussion  of  the  p-ofosal  made 
by  the  Communist  Party  for  united  front  action  against  war  and 
fascism  and  on  other  s feci fic  issues  facing  the  American  working 
class . 

His  letter  follows s 

“August  21,  1934. 

“T  beg  to  acknowledge  receipt  of  your  letter.  I expect  to  take 
up  the  entire  matter  at  the  meeting  of  the  N.E.C.  of  the  So- 
cialist Party  over  Labor  Day. 
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“My  own  personal  feeling  is,  as  I have  said  many  times  before, 
that  enormously  desirable  as  united  action  is  against  war  and  fascism 
and  for  certain  specific  measures  between  your  Party  and  ours,  it 
cannot  be  achieved  if  your  Party  still  regards  it  as  primarily  a weapon 
to  destroy  the  Socialist  Party  or  for  leadership.  The  basis  of  a 
united  front  is  good  faith.  This  does  not  mean  that  each  party  may 
not  reserve  its  right  to  criticize  the  other  and  to  appeal  for  support  for 
itself.  It  does  mean  that  we  have  to  keep  to  fair  play  in  the  way 
in  which  we  fight  and  especially  in  the  field  in  which  we  are  co- 
operating. Neither  you  nor  I would  altogether  agree  with  Sidney 
Hook,  though  possibly  for  somewhat  different  reasons.  Neverthe- 
less I think  he  made  an  able  statement  of  the  case,  as  I see  it,  in 
a recent  issue  of  the  Modern  Monthly  which,  if  I remember  cor- 
rectly, he  called  ‘Social  Fascism.’ 

“This  letter,  of  course,  is  an  expression  of  my  personal  point 
of  view.  Official  action  will  have  to  be  taken  by  the  N.E.C. 

“Fraternally  yours, 

(Signed)  “Norman  Thomas.” 

Second  Communication  of  Comrade  Browder 

Earl  Browder y General  Secretary  of  the  Communist  Party y 
yesterday  ref  lied  to  Norman  Thomas’s  letter  of  August  21  as 
follows : 

“August  24,  1934. 

“'\)rOUR  letter  of  August  21  in  answer  to  ours  of  the  17th 
* received  and  has  been  given  careful  attention. 

“You  did  not  answer  directly  our  proposal  for  preliminary  con- 
versations directed  towards  removing  as  far  as  possible  any  obstacles 
there  may  be,  to  a positive  decision  on  the  part  of  the  N.E.C.  Inas- 
much, however,  as  you  took  this  occasion  to  give  a restatement  of 
some  of  these  obstacles  in  your  letter,  we  assume  that  you  prefer 
to  accomplish  through  correspondence  the  same  objective  we  had  in 
mind.  Although  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  direct  conversation 
would  be  more  speedy  and  effective,  we  are  prepared  to  do  what  is 
possible  in  this  direction  by  the  medium  you  choose. 

48 


“You  state  the  chief  obstacle  is  the  opinion  of  many  Socialist 
Party  leaders  that  the  Communist  Party  regards  united  action  £as 
primarily  a weapon  to  destroy  the  Socialist  Party’.  This  opinion 
is  incorrect.  The  Communist  Party  regards  united  action  as  primar- 
ily a weapon  to  protect  the  immediate  needs  of  the  workers  and 
other  toiling  elements  of  the  population,  to  defeat  the  attacks  of 
the  capitalists  upon  their  living  standards  and  civil  rights,  and  to 
prepare  the  masses  through  their  experiences  in  the  struggle  for  the 
tasks  involved  in  moving  forward  to  greater  aims.  The  Commu- 
nist Party’s  attitude  toward  other  Parties  and  groups  is  determined 
by  their  contribution  toward  achieving  these  aims.  In  the  presence  of 
an  admitted  mass  starvation,  unity  of  a powerful  united  movement 
to  compel  the  adoption  this  Winter  of  adequate  federal  unemploy- 
ment and  social  insurance  is  a primary  purpose  of  our  proposal. 

“While  we  write,  colossal  crimes  of  strike-breaking  are  being 
committed  against  the  working  class,  with  the  use  of  troops  in  four 
states,  and  extra-legal  bands  of  armed  thugs,  organized  by  and  co- 
operating with  the  police,  are  beginning  openly  to  appear  in  strikes  to 
carry  out  the  earlier  phases  of  Hitler’s  methods.  Even  the  capi- 
talist press  no  longer  conceals  the  war  danger.  So  sharp  and 
increased  is  the  danger  that  every  day  of  delay  in  bringing  about  the 
most  powerful  united  struggle  against  this  danger  adds  to  the  hazard 
of  being  engulfed  by  it.  We  regard  the  united  front  as  primarily 
a weapon  to  meet  this  situation,  and  not  as  anything  else. 

“The  essence  of  the  problem  of  good  faith  and  fair  play  can 
be  found  in  determining  concretely  what  is  necessary  to  fully  carry 
out  a particular  action.  This  in  turn  is  determined  by  an  agreed- 
upon  set  of  demands  (such  as  we  have  proposed  recently,  but  sub- 
ject to  mutual  determination)  and  methods  of  carrying  out  joint 
actions  in  very  concrete  terms.  The  Communist  Party  is  prepared 
for  the  effort  to  arrive  at  such  an  agreement.  The  Communist 
Party  is  prepared  to  demonstrate  its  good  faith  in  any  agreement 
for  a united  action  by  the  only  method  through  which  good  faith 
can  be  demonstrated,  by  carrying  through  the  agreed  upon  action 
with  all  of  its  energy.  It  is  prepared  to  join  with  all  other  partici- 
pants in  such  action  in  condemning  any  breach  of  agreement  or 
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failure  to  carry  through  the  action  agreed  upon.  The  Communist 
Party  is  prepared  upon  the  basis  of  agreed-upon  united  actions  to  con- 
clude an  agreement  for  restraining  and  establishing  limitations  upon 
mutual  criticism  between  the  co-operating  organizations  during  the 
course  of  the  action. 

“Our  immediate  task  of  achieving  united  action  would  not  be 
aided  by  entering  on  a discussion  of  the  article  to  which  you  refer, 
written  by  Sidney  Hook.  In  this  field  there  are  certainly  numerous 
possibilities  of  disagreement  rather  than  agreement.  We  do  not 
propose  to  bring  the  subject  of  this  article  into  the  discussion ; we 
will  deal  with  it  in  another  place  and  manner. 

“We  understand  that  your  letter  is  an  expression  of  your  per- 
sonal point  of  view.  Undoubtedly,  however,  this  point  of  view  is 
not  confined  to  yourself  and  will  be  a considerable  factor  in  deter- 
mining the  official  action  to  be  taken  by  the  National  Executive  Com- 
mittee. The  Communist  Party  is  prepared  to  carry  this  correspond- 
ence further  if  you  agree  upon  the  value  of  it,  with  a view  to 
preparing  in  the  most  concrete  form  possible  the  issues  that  must  be 
finally  and  officially  acted  upon. 

“We  repeat  our  offer  of  direct  conversations  to  this  end. 

“Fraternally  yours,  (Signed)  “Earl  Browder, 

“general  secretary,  c.  p.,  u.s.a.” 


Socialist  National  Executive  Committee 
Postpones  Action  on  United  Front 

Sept.  15,  1934. 

The  National  Executive  Committee  of  the  Socialist  Party  has 
decided  to  postpone  consideration  of  proposals  for  united  action  be- 
tween the  two  parties  until  its  December  meeting , the  letter  of  the 
Socialist  Party  to  the  Communist  Party  states. 

The  letter , made  public  yesterday , follows : 

“Sept.  6,  1934. 

“HPHE  National  Executive  Committee  of  the  Socialist  Party  real- 
A izes  the  immense  value  to  the  labor  movement  of  a united  action 
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of  all  elements  against  the  danger  of  war,  fascism,  and  continued 
exploitation.  We  realize  that  such  united  action  on  specific  issues  by  no 
means  requires  organic  unity  of  parties  between  the  Socialists  and 
Communists.  United  action  does,  however,  require  evidence  of  good 
faith  and  the  intention  to  use  any  agreement  which  may  be  arrived 
at  not  as  a maneuver  for  power  within  the  labor  movement  but  as 
an  instrument  in  the  struggle  against  an  oppressive  master  class.  No 
united  action  on  specific  issues  is  possible  between  Socialists  and  Com- 
munists except  on  a basis  which  also  gives  hope  of  ending  fratricidal 
strife  within  the  trade  union  movement. 

“On  the  basis  of  these  principles,  which  are  accepted  by  all  Social- 
ists, we  have  thoughtfully  considered  the  proposals  of  the  Commu- 
nist Central  Committee  and  the  answers  to  questions  given  at  our 
meetings  by  Robert  Minor  on  its  behalf.  We  have  been  particularly 
impressed  by  Comrade  Minor’s  two  statements.  First:  that  after 
a lapse  of  six  years  the  Congress  of  the  Communist  International  is 
shortly  to  meet;  and  second,  that  he  could  not  speak  authoritatively 
for  the  C.I.,  which,  as  everybody  knows,  subscribes  to  the  highly 
centralized  ‘monolithic’  theory  of  international  party  organization  and 
exercises  rigid  control  over  its  various  national  branches. 

THE  FRENCH  PACT 

“We  were  also  impressed  by  the  fact  that  the  very  promising 
French  agreement  for  united  action  has  not  long  been  in  effect,  and 
that  it  has  not  yet  been  duplicated  in  any  other  country.  Further- 
more, while  we  have  no  desire  to  dwell  on  the  past  to  the  hurt  of 
the  future,  we  cannot  accept  Robert  Minor’s  statement  that  since 
1921  there  has  been  an  honest  desire  in  the  Communist  Party  for  a 
united  front  as  something  other  than  a ‘maneuver’. 

“In  every  country  and  in  every  language  the  highest  officials  of 
the  Communist  Party  times  without  number  have  specifically  asserted 
that  the  purpose  of  the  united  front  was  to  destroy  the  Socialist 
Party.  At  one  and  the  same  time  they  have  proposed  the  united 
front  and  in  the  most  unmeasured  terms  abused  the  party  to  which 
they  proposed  it  and  its  leadership.  They  have  dubbed  Socialism 
‘social  fascism’,  that  is,  as  the  witting  or  unwitting  accomplice  of  the 
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very  thing  which  it  is  the  purpose  of  a united  front  to  fight. 

“Numerous  quotations  could  be  found  to  prove  this  point.  For 
instance:  Stalin — ‘Social-Democracy  is  objectively  the  moderate  wing 
of  Fascism’;  the  13th  Plenum’s  declaration  that  ‘Social-Democracy 
continues  to  play  the  role  of  the  main  social  prop  of  the  bourgeoisie 
also  in  the  countries  of  open  fascist  dictatorship’;  the  editorial  in  the 
Rote  Fahne  (July  5,  1932) — ‘Our  struggle  for  a red  united  front 
is  a struggle  against  the  Social-Democratic  politics,  against  the  Social- 
Democratic  party,  and  its  representatives’;  the  article  by  Earl  Brow- 
der in  The  Communist  of  August,  1933 — ‘The  united  front  is  a 
method  of  struggle  against  the  Social-Fascists  for  the  possession  of 
the  masses’;  and  the  article  by  C.  A.  Hathaway  in  The  Communist 
for  October,  1932 — ‘We  have  to  get  down  to  bed  rock  in  our 
fight  against  the  Socialists’. 

“Although  Robert  Minor  said  that  only  ‘irresponsible  individuals’ 
had  tried  to  use  the  united  front  as  a maneuver,  we  find  in  the  offi- 
cial history  of  the  first  ten  years  of  the  Third  International 
(I.  Komor,  Ten  Years  of  the  Comintern) — ‘The  main  object  of  this 
tactic  (the  united  front)  is  the  exposure  of  the  treacherous  leaders 
and  the  liberation  of  the  toiling  masses  from  their  influence’. 
Zinovieff  at  the  Fifth  Congress,  said,  ‘We  perceive  these  tactics  as 
strategical  maneuvers’.  Your  official  organ,  The  C ommunist}  for 
April,  1933,  says:  ‘Does  the  Communist  International  manifesto 
mean  a change  in  the  basic  line*  of  the  Comintern  in  regard  to  the 
united  front?  Of  course  not.  . . . These  tactics,  while  changing  in 
form,  do  not  in  any  way  change  the  principal  content  of  the  tactics 
of  the  united  front’. 

“The  official  bulletin  of  the  Young  Communist  League  for 
March- April,  1933,  speaks  of  the  Young  People’s  Socialist  League 
as  ‘the  most  dangerous  enemy  in  the  ranks  of  the  working  youth’. 

“In  its  editorial  of  August  1,  1933,  your  official  organ,  the 
Daily  W or  her  y said,  ‘On  the  eve  of  a new  imperialist  war,  the 
Socialist  Party  is  doing  all  it  can  to  help  the  bosses  by  drumming  up 
a chauvinistic  spirit  behind  the  Roosevelt  slave  and  war  program’. 
And  on  March  30,  1932,  ‘The  role  of  the  Socialist  Party  is  to  assist 
fascism  in  placing  its  iron  ring  around  the  necks  of  the  workers’. 

“All  of  these  quotations  are  based  upon  the  theory  of  ‘Social- 
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Fascism5,  which,  as  any  reader  of  your  newspapers  can  understand, 
is  still  accepted  by  the  Communist  Party  of  the  United  States. 

POSTPONE  DECISION 

“In  view  of  these  facts,  we  believe  that  the  ultimate  success  of 
a united  action  movement  will  best  be  served  if  we  postpone  con- 
sideration of  further  negotiations  between  our  two  parties  until  our 
next  meeting  about  December  1,  by  which  time  we  shall  have  had 
opportunities  to  observe  the  decisions  of  the  Communist  International 
Congress  and  the  success  or  failure  of  the  French  agreement.  We 
shall  also  have  had  time  to  get  the  advice  of  the  L.S.I.  to  which  we 
are  writing,  urging  that  body  again  to  renew  its  attempt  to  find  an 
honorable  basis  for  a reasonable  agreement. 

“Meanwhile  we  are  aware  that  there  are  questions  arising  from 
time  to  time,  mostly  in  the  field  of  civil  liberties,  in  which  it  is  desir- 
able that  there  shall  be  effective  local  action  for  the  defense  of  work- 
ers5 rights.  We  are,  therefore,  drawing  up  a plan  to  govern  pos- 
sible cooperation  in  this  field.  The  success  or  failure  of  this  kind 
of  cooperation  will  do  much  to  determine  the  nature  of  the  action 
which  we  shall  take  at  our  next  quarterly  meeting. 

“Fraternally  yours, 

(Signed)  “Clarence  Senior.55 


Will  Not  Slacken  Fight  for  United  Action, 
Communist  Party  Tells  Socialist  Party 

Communist  Party  Answers  Socialist  National  Executive 
Committee  on  Postponement  of  United  Action 

Sept.  15,  1934. 

Answering  the  letter  of  the  National  Executive  Committee  of 
the  Socialist  Party y postponing  consideration  of  the  united  front 
proposals  of  the  Communist  Party  until  the  December  meeting  of  the 
S . P.  Executive y the  Central  Committee  of  the  Communist  Party 
warns  of  the  danger  of  delay  in  the  formation  of  the  united  front . 
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The  letter y signed  by  Earl  Browder y Executive  Secretary  of  the 
Communist  Party y greets  the  local  united  actions  between  Socialists 
and  Communists  in  N ew  Orleans  and  the  practical  agreement  be- 
tween the  Young  Communist  League  and  the  Young  Peoples  So- 
cialist League  to  cooperate  in  the  American  Youth  Congress y and 
points  out  that  (<despite  our  dis appointment y we  are  by  no  means 
prepared  to  slacken  our  efforts  to  achieve  united  action.” 

The  letter  of  the  Communist  Party  follows : 

“TX/T  ARE  in  receipt  of  your  letter  of  September  6th,  which 
came  to  our  hands  on  September  8.  While  we  had  previ- 
ously become  familiar  with  its  contents  through  the  daily  press,  we 
refrained  from  officially  acting  on  these  reports  until  they  were  con- 
firmed by  the  arrival  of  your  letter. 

“We  must  express  our  deep  regret  that  the  general  effect  of  your 
decision  regarding  our  proposals  for  united  action  is  negative,  espe- 
cially now  in  the  textile  strike.  The  negative  character  holds  despite 
your  expressed  realization  of  ‘the  immense  value  to  the  labor  move- 
ment of  united  action’.  We  believe  these  good  words  must  be 
translated  into  deeds. 

WILL  CONTINUE  UNITY  EFFORTS 

“Despite  our  disappointment,  we  are  by  no  means  prepared  to 
slacken  our  efforts  to  achieve  united  action.  Our  hopes  in  this  respect 
are  being  supported  by  growing  tendencies  for  united  action,  shown 
outstandingly  in  the  American  Youth  Congress  in  which  the  Young 
People’s  Socialist  League  and  the  Young  Communist  League  con- 
summated a united  front,  and  in  various  localities  throughout  the 
United  States.  We  look  upon  these  developing  actions  between  lower 
organizations  of  the  two  parties  as  providing  a good  foundation  for 
future  united  actions  on  a large  scale. 

“In  the  Milwaukee  newspapers  we  read  that  your  committee 
decided  to  send  a delegation  of  observers  to  the  Second  United  States 
Congress  Against  War  and  Fascism  in  Chicago,  September  28-30. 
While  we  had  expected  more  decisive  participation  in  this  great 
movement  on  your  part,  not  mere  observation,  we  can  now  only 
express  our  sincere  desire  that  the  results  of  the  observing  delegation 
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will  be  to  contribute  to  more  decisive  action  after  the  Congress  and 
strengthen  the  participation  of  your  local  organizations  in  the  local 
committees  of  the  League.  Now  on  the  eve  of  the  new  world  war 
is  no  time  to  limit  ourselves  to  observations. 

ON  THE  TRADE  UNION  QUESTION 

“In  our  judgment  the  central  point  of  your  letter  is  contained  in 
the  following  sentence: 

(<  (No  united  action  on  specific  issues  is  possible  between  Socialists 
and  C ommunists  except  on  the  basis  winch  also  gives  hopes  of  ending 
fratricidal  strife  within  the  trade  union  movement  ’ 

“This  sentence,  in  our  judgment,  requires  further  clarification, 
because  it  admits  of  two  opposite  interpretations:  If  the  sentence  is 
understood  as  a call  to  end  fratricidal  strife  between  Socialist  and 
Communist  members  and  followers  in  the  trade  unions  for  united 
action  on  concrete  issues,  then  we  can  only  give  our  wholehearted 
endorsement  to  such  an  objective.  We  are  firmly  of  the  opinion 
that  the  united  front  means  that  Socialists  and  Communists  should 
fight  shoulder  to  shoulder  within  the  trade  unions  upon  an  agreed 
platform.  We  believe  that  this  would  furnish  a unifying  influence 
that  would  extend  far  beyond  the  boundaries  of  the  membership  of 
the  two  parties.  Further,  if  the  statement  is  directed  towards  an 
effort  for  the  unification  of  rival  trade  unions  within  a given  field, 
we  are  wholeheartedly  in  agreement  with  this.  If  it  were  not  for 
the  present  rotten  and  servile  leadership,  openly  pro-capitalist  and 
tools  of  the  capitalists,  at  the  head  of  the  A.  F.  of  L.,  there  is  no 
doubt  that  during  the  last  eighteen  months  it  would  have  been  pos- 
sible to  have  built  a unified  trade  union  movement  with  ten  to 
fifteen  million  workers  in  its  ranks.  The  workers  could  then  have 
had  a powerful  and  solidified  working  class  weapon  with  which  to 
wage  the  struggle  for  their  daily  bread.  This  is  what  the  Commu- 
nists fight  for  in  every  union  in  which  we  work — the  A.  F.  of  L., 
T.U.U.L.,  or  independent  unions.  It  is  our  aim  to  establish  a pow- 
erful trade  union  movement,  embracing  all  workers,  a trade  union 
movement  with  real  workers’  democracy,  free  from  gangsterism  and 
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corruption,  organized  on  an  industrial  basis,  guaranteeing  complete 
equality  to  the  Negro  toilers. 

ANOTHER  POSSIBLE  INTERPRETATION 

“But  there  is  another  possible  and  opposite  understanding  of  the 
sentence  quoted  from  your  letter.  This  opposite  interpretation  is 
that  to  end  fratricidal  strife  really  means  to  end  the  struggle  con- 
ducted by  Communists  and  other  revolutionary  workers,  as  well  as 
broad  circles  of  non-party  workers,  against  the  policies  of  the  Execu- 
tive Council  of  the  A.  F.  of  L.  and  its  constituent  international 
unions.  Such  an  interpretation  demands  the  acceptance  without 
opposition  of  the  expulsion  and  deportation  policies  recently  promul- 
gated by  the  A.  F.  of  L.  Executive  Council.  It  demands  uncondi- 
tional submission  of  the  miners  to  that  corrupt  bureaucrat,  John  L. 
Lewis,  and  the  voluntary  liquidation  of  such  independent  organiza- 
tions as  the  Progressive  Miners  in  Illinois.  It  demands  the  uncon- 
ditional acceptance  of  such  brazen  treachery  as  William  Green’s  stab 
in  the  back  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Strike,  as  well  as  the 
betrayal  of  that  strike  by  the  local.  Central  Labor  Council  leaders. 
It  demands  submission  to  Green’s  ‘arbitration’  sell-out  proposal  for 
the  heroic  textile  strikers.  It  demands  surrender  of  the  New  York 
painters  to  the  gangster  and  racketeer,  Zausner.  It  demands  unques- 
tioning support  to  the  notorious  sell-out  agreement  negotiated  in  the 
steel  and  auto  industries.  It  demands  support  to  the  A.  F.  of  L., 
participation  in  the  N.R.A.  and  its  subdivisions,  together  with  the 
policy  of  arbitration  which  surrenders  the  workers’  interests  into  the 
hands  of  their  enemies.  It  demands  approval  of  Matthew  Woll’s 
leadership  and  participation  in  all  plots  and  attacks  on  the  workers’ 
fatherland,  the  Soviet  Union.  It  demands  that  we  must  withhold 
our  fight  against  war  and  fascism  to  await  the  leadership  from 
Green  and  Woll,  who  are  a part  of  the  war  preparation  machinery 
and  in  the  forefront  of  oppressive  measures  against  the  workers. 

“We  saw  that  within  the  Socialist  Party  at  its  last  Convention 
these  two  contrary  interpretations  exist  and  have  stubborn  defenders. 
We  declare,  frankly,  that  to  the  degree  your  letter  expresses  the 
latter  interpretation  of  unity  with  Green  and  Woll,  to  that  degree 
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it  is  equivalent  to  a rejection  on  your  part  of  any  possibility  of  united 
action.  This  makes  it  all  the  more  necessary  for  the  N.E.C.  to 
clarify  the  question  as  to  which  of  these  interpretations  shall  be 
placed  on  the  sentence  quoted  from  your  letter.  We  sincerely  hope 
that  the  first,  not  the  secofid,  is  the  correct  interpretation. 

C.  I.  FIGHTS  FOR  UNITED  FRONT 

“We  note  your  contents  on  the  influence  of  the  Labor  and 
Socialist  International  and  the  Communist  International  on  our  con- 
crete united  front  problems  in  the  United  States.  You  failed,  how- 
ever, to  bring  out  the  fundamental  fact  that  the  C.I,  in  no  way 
places  the  slightest  obstacle  to  the  development  of  united  action  in  the 
United  States.  On  the  contrary,  the  C.I.  has  advised  and  encour- 
aged all  its  constituent  parties  to  come  to  agreement  for  united  action 
with  the  Socialist  Parties  in  the  respective  countries.  Unfortunately 
the  same  is  not  true  of  the  relation  of  the  L.S.I.  to  the  S.P.,  which 
seems  to  constitute  one  of  the  stubborn  obstacles  to  the  achievement 
of  united  action  in  the  United  States. 

“You  state  that  the  French  agreement  for  united  action  has 
‘not  yet  been  duplicated  in  any  other  country’.  While  this  is  tech- 
nically correct,  yet  standing  alone  it  would  deny  the  equally  impor- 
tant and  even  more  basic,  although  not  ‘duplicate’,  agreements 
reached  between  the  Socialist  and  Communist  Parties  of  Austria, 
Italy  and  the  Saar.  Furthermore,  may  we  point  out  that  if  the 
Socialist  Party  of  France  had  waited  for  the  Socialist  Party  of  the 
U.S.  to  first  prove  the  possibilities  of  united  action,  there  would  never 
have  been  this  promising  beginning  for  the  united  front. 

on  “organic”  unity 

“We  are  glad  to  note  that  you  agree  with  us  ‘that  such  united 
action  on  specific  issues  by  no  means  requires  organic  unity  of  Par- 
ties between  the  Socialists  and  Communists’.  Certain  conclusions 
however  flow  from  this  agreement  which  you  do  not  yet  make  in 
relation  to  some  of  the  questions  you  raise.  Of  course,  in  the  long 
perspective,  full  working  class  unity  can  be  achieved  only  under  a 
single,  revolutionary  Party,  but  this  is  not  the  problem  we  are  now 
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considering.  On  our  side  this  agreement  that  organic  unity  is  not 
the  immediate  objective  means  that  we  must  not  demand  from  the 
Socialist  Party  that  it  abandon  what  we  consider  its  fundamentally 
false  and  dangerous  opinion  that  the  Communist  program  of  prole- 
tarian dictatorship  and  Soviet  Power  is  the  prime  cause  for  the  rise 
of  fascism.  On  your  side  it  means  that  you  shall  not  demand  of 
the  Communists  the  abandonment  of  our  fundamental  opinion  that 
the  policies  followed  by  the  L.S.I.  (outstanding  examples  being  the 
German  and  Austrian  Social-Democratic  Parties)  actually  paved 
the  way  for  fascism,  enabled  it  to  come  to  power  and  constituted 
what  we  Communists  designate  as  Social  Fascism.  We  have  never 
classed  the  members  and  adherents  of  the  Socialist  Party  as  Social 
Fascists,  hut  on  the  contrary  consider  them  our  class  brothers.  We 
have  nothing  to  repudiate  or  correct  in  our  expressed  positions  on 
this  question,  nor  in  the  clear  and  authoritative  words  of  Comrade 
Stalin  which  you  quoted.  These  contradictory  positions  of  our  two 
Parties  express  the  basic  programmatical  differences  which  make  nec- 
essary that  conclusion  which  you  expressed  that  organic  unity  of  Par- 
ties is  not  possible  nor  is  it  required  to  bring  about  united  action  on 
specific  issues. 

“United  action  to  meet  the  most  pressing  immediate  problems 
of  the  working  class  despite  existing  programmatic  differences  is  a 
field  in  which  tremendous  possibilities  are  open.  This  is  especially 
true  if  you  draw  the  lessons  from  Germany  and  Austria  that  not  col- 
laboration with  the  bourgeoisie  and  its  brazen  lieutenants  of  the  type 
of  Green  and  Woll,  but  only  a fighting  united  front  of  the  workers 
including  Socialists  and  Communists  can  defeat  fascism  and  war. 

PROPOSALS  FOR  A UNITED  FRONT 

“What  Socialist  workers  can  fail  to  agree,  for  example,  with  the 
Communist  workers  on  the  necessity  for  a broad  solidarity  movement 
in  support  of  the  heroic  textile  strikers,  of  protest  against  the  cold- 
blooded murders  being  carried  through,  especially  in  the  South,  and 
in  opposition  to  all  proposals  to  end  the  strike  without  winning  its 
demands?  What  Socialist  worker  can  fail  to  see  the  enormous  ad- 
vantages to  the  whole  working  class  from  the  participation  of  his 
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Party  in  the  great  movement  rising  in  the  American  League  Against 
War  and  Fascism  and  its  Second  Congress,  which  meets  in  Chicago 
September  28?  What  Socialist  worker  can  fail  to  see  the  great  gains 
we  would  get  from  a united  drive  for  the  Workers  Unemployment 
and  Insurance  Bill,  H.R.  7598,  which  your  spokesman,  Thomas,  as 
an  individual  at  the  Youth  Congress  and  officially  in  your  N.E.C. 
meeting,  described  as  the  best  before  the  country,  and  which  is  the 
only  project  that  means  anything  to  the  millions  now  unemployed? 
What  Socialist  worker  can  fail  to  agree  with  our  proposal  that  all 
the  mass  organizations  of  the  unemployed  should  be  unified  under 
an  agreed  system  of  organization  and  a common  platform  of 
struggle  ? 

“The  whole  aim  of  the  Communist  Party  is  to  achieve  the  great- 
est possible  working  class  unity  in  the  struggle  against  the  capitalist 
attacks,  against  rising  fascism  and  war  preparations  in  this  country. 
This  is  our  fundamental  strategy,  that  is  our  larger  plan  of  action. 
We  believe  that  every  increase  in  working  class  unity  favors  the 
development  of  a class  conscious  proletariat,  able  to  defend  itself 
and  prevent  fascism.  We  are  confident  of  what  will  be  the  verdict 
of  the  workers  on  larger  questions  of  program  once  they  get  into 
action  in  struggle  for  their  immediate  demands.  Every  proposal 
towards  achieving  united  action  of  the  workers  can  in  this  sense  be 
called  ‘maneuvers’,  but  not  in  the  false,  narrow  sense  implying 
trickery,  which  you  impute  to  us,  but  in  the  sense  of  a serious,  prole- 
tarian strategy  directed  against  the  common  enemy,  capitalism, 
worked  out  by  agreement  between  the  two  parties.  We  make  no 
maneuvers  to  perpetuate  divisions  among  the  working  class.  Our 
goal  is  to  overcome  the  existing  split  in  the  working  class. 


GREET  LOCAL  UNITED  ACTIONS 

“The  final  paragraph  in  your  letter  opens  up  possibilities  of  local 
united  actions,  particularly  in  defense  of  workers’  rights.  We  will 
do  everythirg  possible  to  stimulate  such  local  actions.  We  point  to 
tiie  successes  already  being  achieved  in  this  respect,  for  example,  the 
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united  front  of  Socialist  and  Communist  Parties  in  New  Orleans 
and  the  splendid  maneuver  which  they  jointly  carried  out  by  leading 
a mass  demonstration  of  5,000  workers  in  between  the  armed  camps 
of  the  two  Democratic  Party  factions  with  the  demand  that  the 
money  being  spent  on  corrupt  factional  warfare  should  be  diverted 
to  unemployment  relief.  Such  local  actions  in  all  spheres  are  spring- 
ing up  everywhere.  We  have  encouraged  and  will  continue  to  en- 
courage them  by  all  possible  means. 

“The  Socialist  Party  has  spoken  not  a little  in  recent  times  about 
the  necessity  to  fight  against  fascism  and  war.  If  these  words  are 
not  to  remain  empty  phrases,  we  ask  you  openly  and  frankly,  is  it 
not  necessary  to  move  boldly  and  decisively  toward  uniting  all  forces 
of  the  revolutionary  working  class?  We  ask  you,  is  not  this  the  only 
way  to  reach  the  broad  circles  of  the  suffering  farmers  and  middle 
classes,  who  are  only  driven  away  from  the  working  class  by  the 
policy  of  collaboration  with  the  representatives  of  capitalism?  The 
united  front  between  the  Socialist  and  Communist  Parties  will  enor- 
mously extend  the  fighting  capacity  of  the  working  class.  A united 
front  will  rouse  millions  of  hitherto  passive  workers,  and  the  ex- 
ploited masses  generally  will  follow  them  with  a new  hope  and  a 
new  enthusiasm,  a new  courage  to  fight  against  the  common  enemy. 

TIME  FOR  ACTION,  NOT  FOR  PONDERING 

“There  is  not  a long  time  to  observe  and  ponder  about  this  prob- 
lem. The  deepening  crisis  of  capitalism  is  rousing  all  the  black  reac- 
tionary forces  of  fascism  all  around  us  every  day.  The  imperialist 
antagonisms  are  rushing  the  whole  world  toward  a new  mass  slaugh- 
ter. Fascism  can  be  defeated,  war  can  be  prevented,  the  conditions 
of  the  life  of  the  toiling  masses  can  be  protected  only  by  a fighting 
united  action  of  the  two  Parties  of  the  most  advanced  sections  of 
the  working  class,  drawing  the  broad  masses  into  the  struggle  behind 
them. 

“We  affeal  to  the  National  Executive  Committee  of  the  Socialist 
Party y and  to  their  members  and  followers : End  all  hesitation  and 
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evasioriy  come  together  with  us  upon  an  agreed  program  of  the  most 
immediate  needs . Fight  unitedly  and  thus  march  forward  toward 
victory. 

“Fraternally  yours, 

“Central  Committee,  Communist  Party,  U.S.A. 
(Signed)  “Earl  Browder,  general  secretary.” 


Communist  Party  in  Carolinas  Asks  Socialist 
Party  for  United  Action  in  Strike 
Through  Letter  to  Thomas 

Sept.  21,  1934 

The  Communist  Party  of  District  16  ( North  and  South  Caro- 
lina) has  transmitted  a letter  to  Norman  Thomas y a member  of  the 
National  Executive  Committee  of  the  Socialist  Party } and  through 
Thomas  to  the  State  Executive  C ommittees  of  the  S.  P . of  North 
and  South  Carolina  and  Georgia y proposing  immediate  united  action 
in  the  textile  strike. 

The  letter y which  was  signed  by  Paul  Crouch  for  the  District 
Committee  of  the  Communist  Party y follows : 

“'T'HE  Communist  Party  of  District  16  (North  and  South  Caro- 
lina) transmits  to  you,  as  a member  of  the  National  Executive 
Committees  of  the  Socialist  Party  of  North,  South  Carolina  and 
Georgia,  a proposal  for  the  immediate  formation  of  a joint  committee 
to  formulate  united  action  of  the  Socialist  and  Communist  Parties  to 
assist  the  textile  workers  in  their  struggle  for  the  right  to  organize, 
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strike  and  picket;  for  united  action  against  the  murderous  terror  now 
unleashed  against  the  strikers  by  the  mill  owners,  and,  finally,  to 
mobilize  the  entire  southern  working  class  to  come  to  the  aid  and  give 
all  possible  help  to  the  textile  strikers. 

“Today  in  the  South  there  exists  the  greatest  need  for  united 
action  in  defense  of  the  workers’  rights  to  organize,  to  strike  and  to 
picket.  The  splendid  fight  of  the  embattled  textile  strikers  urgently 
demands  united  action  in  their  behalf  by  developing  relief  and 
defense;  and  a widespread  protest  movement  against  the  violence  and 
murderous  actions  is  an  urgent  necessity  if  the  fight  of  the  textile 
workers,  which  is  the  fight  of  all  labor,  is  to  be  won. 

“Today  in  North  and  South  Carolina  and  Georgia  8,000  troops 
and  unknown  thousands  of  sheriff’s  deputies  and  company  gunmen 
daily  murderously  attack  the  workers  and  use  every  violent  means 
to  smash  the  strike.  They  are  smashing  picket  lines  with  machine 
guns,  with  rifles,  pistols  and  tear  gas,  with  clubs  and  bayonets.  They 
are  enforcing  a strikebreaking  martial  law  and  brazenly  opening  up 
struck  mills.  They  are  wantonly  murdering  unarmed  strikers  under 
the  guise  of  ‘quelling  riots’  and  ‘preserving’  law  and  order.  The 
brutal  slaughter  at  Honea  Path  was  repeated  today  in  Belmont, 
N.  C.  Only  this  morning  E.  K.  Riley,  a striker  with  12  children, 
died  from  bayonet  wounds  received  at  the  hands  of  drunken  troops. 

“Also  today,  the  local  mill-owner  . . . € The  'protection  furnished 
by  national  guardsmen  in  the  first  two  days  of  this  week  enabled  more 
than  10,000  employees  to  return  to  their  places’ . (This  in  Georgia 
alone.) 

“Hundreds  of  strikers  are  being  herded  into  military  concentra- 
tion camps.  Scores  are  held  under  exorbitant  bail.  Terroristic  vigi- 
lante groups  are  being  organized  by  the  mill-owners.  FERA  and 
relief  officials  refuse  the  strikers  relief  unless  they  return  to  the  mills 
as  strikebreakers.  Socialists  are  jailed  in  the  strike  districts.  Com- 
munist meetings  are  brutally  smashed  and  the  speakers  jailed.  The 
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right  to  organize,  picket,  strike,  to  meet,  and  to  speak  is  denied  to  the 
workers.  Everywhere  the  employers  and  their  lackeys  have  em- 
barked on  a reign  of  unparalleled  terrorism  destined  to  smash  the 
strike  and  herd  the  workers  back  into  the  mills  unorganized. 

“This  terror  can  be  stopped  only  by  a united  and  determined 
working  class.  United  and  speedy  action  is  the  greatest  demand  of 
the  day.  The  thrilling  example  of  the  Hazelton,  Pa.,  workers  in 
closing  down  the  city  in  a 24-hour  sympathetic  strike  because  they 
‘could  not  see  their  brothers  shot  down  and  remain  idle’  is  an  example 
of  a practical  demonstration  of  solidarity  which  can,  and  must,  be 
developed  and  followed  elsewhere. 

“There  is  no  time  to  lose.  To  delay  on  such  a matter  really 
means  to  trifle  with  the  very  life  of  the  striking  textile  workers.  To 
refuse  to  act,  in  face  of  the  situation  which  exists  in  the  South  today, 
automatically  deprives  any  organization  of  the  right  to  call  itself  a 
working  class  organization.  Clearly,  to  refuse  to  act  means  practical 
acquiescence  to  the  terror  of  the  mill-owners. 

“The  Communist  Party  of  District  16  is  aware  of  the  letter  of 
the  National  Executive  Committee  of  the  Socialist  Party  which 
responded  negatively  to  the  proposals  for  united  action  made  by  the 
Central  Committee  of  the  Communist  Party.  But  our  Party  will 
never  slacken  its  efforts  to  achieve  united  action  and  never  abandon 
the  fight  for  unity.  Our  Party  welcomes  every  effort  toward  united 
action  no  matter  on  how  small  a scale  it  may  be  and  is  prepared  at 
all  times  to  stimulate  such  actions.  We  observe  the  statement  of  the 
N.E.C.  of  the  Socialist  Party  in  its  communication  to  the  C.C.  of 
the  Communist  Party,  which  stated: 


“ ‘We  are  aware  that  there  are  questions  arising  from  time  to 
time,  mostly  in  the  field  of  civil  liberties,  in  which  it  is  desirable  that 
there  shall  be  effective  local  action  for  the  defense  of  the  workers> 
rights’. 

“This,  we  believe,  opens  up  the  possibility  for  effective  local 
united  actions,  particularly  in  defense  of  workers5  rights  in  connec- 
tion with  the  textile  strike  and  the  situation  prevailing  which  we 

63 


herein  call  attention  to.  Questions  concerning  united  action,  in  so 
far  as  the  textile  strike  is  concerned  in  the  south,  cannot  remain  or 
be  considered  in  the  abstract.  The  Communist  Party  therefore 
proposes : 

“The  immediate  establishment  of  a joint  committee  representing 
the  Socialist  and  Communist  Parties  in  the  above  named  states,  to 
take  steps  to: 

“(a)  Formulate  practical  arrangements  for  united  actions  to  help 
win  the  textile  strike,  to  make  it  100  per  cent  effective,  to  close  every 
mill,  to  help  organize  and  lead  mass  picketing,  mass  marches,  to  help 
develop  a widespread  relief  movement  to  feed  the  strikers  and  there- 
by strengthen  their  struggle,  to  help  organize  and  undertake  a broad 
defense  movement  in  behalf  of  the  arrested  and  jailed  strikers. 

“(b)  To  launch  a united  struggle  on  a broad  scale  against  the 
terrorism  of  the  troops  and  gunmen,  to  force  the  immediate  with- 
drawal of  the  troops  and  the  de-commissioning  of  all  deputies  and 
the  turning  over  of  all  funds  being  used  for  their  upkeep  into  relief 
funds  for  the  strikers ; to  struggle  against  martial  law  and  the  denial 
of  the  workers’  rights  to  organize,  picket  and  strike  5 to  fight  for  the 
freedom  of  speech  and  assembly  for  the  Communist  Party  and  all 
workers. 

“(c)  To  mobilize  the  southern  workers  and  workers’  organiza- 
tions to  come  to  the  support  of  the  textile  workers,  to  hold  protest 
meetings  and  demonstrations,  to  prepare  local  and  general  sympathetic 
actions  of  a solidarity  character,  etc. 

“We  transmit  this  to  you  because  of  the  belief  that  your  response 
will  to  a large  extent  determine  the  response  and  attitude  of  the  State 
Committees  of  North  and  South  Carolina.  Our  Committee  stands 
ready  to  meet  the  Committee  of  the  Socialist  Party  upon  notice. 

“It  is  our  hope  that  the  Socialist  Party  will  respond  in  a positive 
form  to  our  proposals  for  the  development  of  united  action  which 
can  defeat  the  terror  of  the  employers  and  guarantee  that  united 
effort  which  is  necessary  to  help  the  textile  workers  win  a glorious 
victory. 

“Fraternally  yours, 

(Signed)  “Paul  Crouch, 

“FOR  THE  DISTRICT  COMxMITTEE,  communist  party.” 
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United  Front  Leaflet  in  Trumbull 
County,  Ohio 

Nov.  5,  1934. 

DEFEAT  THE  CANDIDATES  OF  THE  STEEL  TRUST! 

Vote  the  Communist  State  Ticket  and  the  Socialist 
County  Ticket,  November  6. 

AN  OPEN  LETTER  TO  THE  WORKERS  AND  FARMERS  OF 
TRUMBULL  COUNTY,  OHIO 

G REETINGS: 

Six  years  of  Republican  and  Democratic  rule  have  brought  the 
workers  of  this  country  to  the  worst  conditions  in  history.  The 
Republican  and  Democratic  Parties  have  united  to  drive  down  the 
wages  and  living  standards  of  the  working  people.  Only  in  those 
places  where  the  workers  united,  organized  and  fought  for  their 
rights  were  they  able  to  maintain  or  temporarily  better  their  con- 
ditions. 

The  terrible  experiences  of  Germany  and  Austria  where  a 
divided  working  class  was  temporarily'  defeated  by  the  fascist  armies 
of  capitalist  reaction  and  all  the  labor  organizations  were  declared 
illegal  has  opened  the  eyes  and  minds  of  workers  everywhere. 

The  world-wide  attack  of  international  capitalism  upon  the 
rights  and  conditions  of  those  who  toil,  forces  the  most  advanced 
sections  of  the  workers  to  the  conclusions  that  either  we  unite  our 
forces  now  in  common  battle  against  the  common  enemy,  or  we 
must  experience  in  America  the  horrors  that  our  German,  Austrian 
and  Italian  brothers  have  undergone. 

It  is  with  a full  realization  of  all  these  facts  and  the  burning 
need  for  united  working  class  action  that  the  Socialist  and  Commu- 
nist workers  of  Trumbull  County  have  met,  discussed  these  prob- 
lems and  decided  to  unite  the  forces  of  both  Parties  at  the  polls, 
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November  6 — voting  the  Socialist  County  Ticket  and  the  Com- 
munist State  Ticket. 

The  fact  that  the  Communists  are  on  the  ballot  with  a full 
state  ticket  but  no  county  ticket,  and  the  Socialists  have  a full  county 
ticket  but  no  state  ticket  was  a spur  to  this  agreement. 

But  this  agreement  would  be  impossible  if  it  were  not  for  the 
fact  that  the  Socialists  and  Communists  of  Trumbull  County  are 
already  uniting  forces  in  a common  program  of  struggle  against  un- 
employment, for  more  unemployed  relief  and  Federal  Unemploy- 
ment Insurance,  against  Company  Unions  and  for  recognition  of 
the  workers’  own  unions — against  all  attacks  upon  the  civil  and 
economic  rights  of  the  workers,  and  against  imperialist  war  and 
fascism. 

The  unity  of  action  that  we  are  beginning  to  establish  on  these 
points  is  the  prerequisite  for  the  united  action  at  the  polls.  This 
unity  must  not  end  November  6,  but  on  the  the  contrary,  the  united 
front  must  be  continued  and  strengthened  after  the  elections,  and 
must  be  felt  in  every  struggle  of  the  workers. 

In  agreeing  upon  this  united  front  neither  Socialist  nor  Commu- 
nist Parties  give  up  their  independence  of  organization,  of  principles, 
or  of  tactics.  This  is  not  a merging  of  the  two  Parties.  But  we 
sincerely  believe  that  the  best  interests  of  the  workers  will  be  served 
if  we  unite  at  once  on  those  questions  upon  which  we  are  agreed. 

Therefore,  in  the  name  of  the  Socialist  and  Communist  workers 
of  Trumbull  County,  we  call  upon  all  workers  of  hand  and  brain, 
and  upon  all  honest  professionals,  intellectuals  and  middle  class 
people  to  break  away  from  the  Republican  and  Democratic  Parties 
of  the  Steel  Trust  and  bankers  (the  parties  of  wage  cuts,  company 
unions,  lynchings,  mass  unemployment,  high  prices,  hunger  and 
broken  promises)  and  to  unite  in  a common  struggle  against  all  these 
evils  and  for  the  needs  and  demands  of  the  working  people. 

We  call  upon  you  to  go  to  the  polls  November  6 to  vote  down 
and  defeat  the  Republican  and  Democratic  candidates  of  the  Steel 
Trust  and  organized  reaction,  and  cast  your  ballots  for  the  Com- 
munist State  ticket  and  the  Socialist  County  ticket.  Roll  up  a tre- 
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mendous  vote  of  protest  against  the  Republican  and  Democratic 
Parties.  Vote  against  capitalism!  Vote  for  a Workers5  and  Farm- 
ers’ Government  in  the  U.S.A. 

(Signed)  Fred  Wilson  and  Albert  Beatty, 

FOR  THE  SOCIALIST  PARTY. 

(Signed)  Joe  Dallet  and  John  Steuben, 

FOR  THE  COMMUNIST  PARTY. 

Joint  Socialist  and  Communist  Election  Rally 
MONDAY,  NOVEMBER  5,  7:30  P.  M. 

Newton  Falls  High  School 


Letter  of  Communist  Party  Asks  Socialist  Party 
to  Join  in  Solidarity  Actions  for  Spanish 
Workers 

October  11,  1934. 

Earl  Browder , General  Secretary  of  the  Communist  Party , 
U S.A.y  yesterday  sent  a letter  to  Clarence  Senior , Secretary  of  the 
National  Executive  C ommittee  of  the  Socialist  Party , urging  imme- 
diate united  front  action  on  behalf  of  the  Spanish  workers . 

The  letter y a copy  of  which  was  sent  to  Norman  T homos , 
follows : 

“npHE  heroic  struggle  of  the  Spanish  working  class  against  the  fas- 
Acist  reaction  demands  our  immediate  response.  In  Spain  the  united 
front  of  Socialists,  Communists  and  non-Party  workers  is  offering 
blood  and  lives  to  halt  the  reactionary  forces  threatening  the  whole 
world.  Their  fight  is  also  ours.  While  our  Spanish  brothers  and 
sisters  are  united  on  the  barricades,  can  we  in  the  U.S.A.  any  longer 
hesitate  to  at  least  unite  in  solidarity  actions  in  their  support? 

“The  Central  Committee  of  the  Communist  Party  calls  upon 
the  National  Executive  Committee  of  the  Socialist  Party  to  unite 
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with  us  in  a joint  call  to  the  American  workers  for  a series  of  mass 
demonstrations  in  all  important  cities,  under  our  joint  auspices,  to 
protest  the  bloody  pogrom  of  fascist-monarchist  reaction  in  Spain 
and  to  express  sympathy  and  solidarity  with  the  struggling  workers 
and  peasants. 

“In  every  district  and  city  we  are  calling  upon  our  Party  to  make 
similar  proposals  to  the  corresponding  committees  of  the  Socialist 
Party. 

“Can  we  allow  more  precious  days,  and  even  months,  to  slip  by, 
while  the  whole  capitalist  world  is  drifting  ever  more  rapidly  into 
fascism  and  war,  without  a serious  effort  to  build  a united  working 
class  front? 

“We  call  upon  you  for  immediate  favorable  action. 

“Fraternally  yours, 

“Central  Committee,  Communist  Party, 
(Signed)  “Earl  Browder,  general  secretary.” 


Appeal  of  Communist  International  and  Young 
Communist  International  to  All  Workers 
to  Aid  Spanish  Brothers 

October  12,  1934. 

In  the  following  appeals  the  Communist  International  and  the 
Young  Communist  International  call  upon  the  world  ‘working  class 
to  rally  immediately  to  the  support  of  the  Spanish  workers  in  their 
revolutionary  struggle  against  fascist  reaction , particularly  addresstng 
their  appeals  to  the  Socialist  workers  and  to  the  Socialist  International . 

Yesterday  a similar  appeal  was  addressed  by  the  Central  Com- 
mittee of  the  Communist  Party  of  the  United  States  to  the  Socialist 
Party . Workers  everywhere , particularly  Communist  and  Socialist 
workerSy  should  strive  immediately , without  a moment's  delay , for 
local  united  front  action  in  support  of  the  heroic  Spanish  workers . 
Protest  meetings  and  demonstrations  should  be  carried  through  at 
once . 
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At  the  same  time  the  Socialist  Party  should  be  made  to  make 
clear  its  stand . Socialist y Communist  and  Syndicalist  workers  are 
jointly  shedding  their  blood  in  Spain.  Surely  here  the  Socialists y Com- 
munists and  all  workers  must  give  full  support.  The  Daily  Worker 
urges  that  the  appeal  of  the  C ommunist  International  be  acted  upon 
immediately . 

Especially  now  with  the  alarming  danger  of  a new  imperialist 
war  confronting  the  toiling  masses  of  the  whole  world  is  it  necessary 
to  achieve  united  front  actions  of  Socialists  and  Communists  against 
war  and  fascism.  Immediate  action  is  imperative. 

“npo  ALL  MEMBERS  OF  THE  SOCIALIST  INTERNATIONAL! 

A “TO  THE  TOILERS  OF  ALL  LANDS! 

“The  fascist-monarchist  reaction  in  Spain  has  hurled  all  the 
armed  strength  of  the  army,  the  navy  and  the  aviation  flotillas  against 
the  workers  and  peasants,  who,  under  the  working  class  alliance 
accomplished  through  the  fighting  unity  between  Communists  and 
Socialists,  have  sealed  this  alliance  with  their  blood,  shed  on  the  field 
of  battle,  a battle  which  is  still  going  on. 

“A  victory  for  the  fascist-monarchist  reaction  in  Spain  would — 
after  the  seizure  of  power  by  fascism  in  Germany  and  Austria — 
mean  not  only  immeasurable  torture  for  the  workers  and  peasants 
of  Spain,  but  would  signify  a heavy  blow  for  the  international  pro- 
letariat. 

“This  single  example  of  fighting  unity  of  the  working  class  was 
a powerful  spur  to  the  Spanish  toilers  in  their  efforts  to  hinder" 
Spanish  and  world  reaction. 

“Having  in  mind  this  decisive  picture  of  the  bourgeoisie  striving 
to  shatter  an  embattled  working  class,  the  Communist  International 
calls  upon  its  Sections,  in  common  with  other  workers’  organizations, 
to  organize  demonstrations  in  solidarity  with  the  Spanish  working 
class. 

“At  the  same  time  the  Communist  International  turns  to  the 
workers  of  the  Socialist  International  with  the  proposal  for  imme- 
diate common  actions } as  well  as  for  the  support  of  the  fighting  Span- 
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ish  proletariat  as  against  the  support  of  the  Lerroux  government  by 
the  governments  of  other  capitalist  countries. 

“The  Communist  International  instructs  Comrade  Cachin  imme- 
diately to  ascertain  the  attitude  of  representatives  of  the  Second  In- 
ternational on  the  arrangement  of  concrete  forms  and  the  practical 
carrying  through  of  such  united  action. 

“Executive  Committee,  Communist  International.” 

The  Appeal  of  the  Young  Communist  International 

“npO  THE  SOCIALIST  INTERNATIONAL  OF  YOUTH,  TO  THE  YOUNG 
A WORKERS  AND  WOMEN  WORKERS  AND  THE  TOILING  YOUTH 
OF  ALL  COUNTRIES! 

“The  Executive  Committee  of  the  Young  Communist  Interna- 
tional joins  in  the  appeal  of  the  Comintern  and  proposes  to  the  Social- 
ist International  of  Youth  to  begin  immediately  with  common 
action  for  the  protection  and  support  of  the  proletariat  and  the 
peasantry,  consequently,  therefore,  of  the  youth,  in  their  revolu- 
tionary fight. 

“The  E.C.  of  the  Y.C.I.  delegates  Comrades  Raymond,  Guyot 
and  Masse  to  begin  negotiations  at  once  with  representatives  of  the 
S.Y.I.,  and  together  with  them  to  begin  concrete  mass  action  for 
the  support  of  the  Spanish  proletariat  and  peasantry  and  the  youth 
against  the  fascist-monarchist  reaction. 

“Executive  Committee,  Young  Communist 

International.” 
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THE  COMMUNIST  PARTY 
IN  ACTION 


You  Have  Joined  the  Revolutionary  Party  of  the 
American  Proletariat 

FIGHTING  DAY  BY  DAY  UNDER  COMMUNIST  PARTY 
LEADERSHIP 

You  have  joined  the  Communist  Party  of  the  United 
States  of  America  because  you  have  seen  it  in  action 
as  the  revolutionary  Party  of  the  American  proletariat 
You  have  joined  the  Party  because  you  have  participat- 
ed with  thousands  and  thousands  of  other  workers  in 
the  struggles  against  the  capitalist  offensive  led  by  the 
Communist  Party. 

In  other  words,  it  is  through  your  experiences  in  the 
class  struggle,  under  the  guidance  of  the  Party,  supple- 
mented perhaps  by  some  reading  of  Communist  litera- 
ture, that  you  have  come  to  be  a Communist,  signifying 
this  by  joining  the  Party. 

It  is  necessary  that  you  reflect  now  a little  more  deep- 
ly over  these  experiences  because  only  in  this  way  will 
you  reach  a clearer  understanding  of  the  tasks  and  role 
of  the  Party,  as  well  as  of  the  tasks  and  role  of  each 
individual  member  of  the  Party. 

Let  us  consider  your  experiences  in  the  factory  strug- 
gles. Through  these  struggles  you  have  been  engaged 
in  fighting  against  your  employer  for  various  economic 
demands,  for  the  improvement  of  the  conditions  of  your- 
self and  your  shop-mates.  These  struggles  you  may 
have  carried  on  as  a member  of  a revolutionary  union, 
say,  of  the  National  Miners  Union,  if  you  are  a miner; 
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or  as  a member  of  the  National  Textile  Workers  Union, 
if  you  are  employed  in  a textile  mill;  or  as  a member 
of  the  Needle  Trades  Industrial  Union,  if  you  are  a 
garment  worker;  or  as  a member  of  the  Agricultural 
Workers  Union,  if  you  are  an  agricultural  worker. 

These  struggles  you  may  have  carried  on  as  a mem- 
ber or  follower  of  the  revolutionary  oppositions  in  the 
unions  of  the  American  Federation  of  Labor.  In  the 
course  of  these  struggles  you  have  undoubtedly  learned 
that  the  unions  of  the  Trade  Union  Unity  League  and 
the  revolutionary  oppositions  in  the  unions  of  the 
American  Federation  of  Labor  stand  on  the  platform 
of  the  class  struggle  and  in  this  way  differ  funda- 
mentally from  the  policies  of  the  reformist  leaders 
of  the  American  Federation  of  Labor,  who  stand  on  the 
basis  of  class  collaboration,  that  is,  the  platform  of  sur- 
render to  the  capitalist  class,  the  platform  of  betrayal 
of  the  interests  of  the  workers  to  the  interests  of  the 
capitalists.  It  is  also  possible  that  you  have  not  been 
a member  of  any  of  these  unions,  which,  of  course,  is  an 
error.  Members  of  the  Communist  Party  must  be  mem- 
bers of  trade  unions,  either  the  revolutionary  unions, 
affiliated  to  the  Trade  Union  Unity  League,  or  reformist 
unions,  as  the  policy  of  the  Party  may  require. 

In  any  event,  there  are  a number  of  fundamental 
things  that  you  have  undoubtedly  already  discovered  as 
the  result  of  your  economic  struggles  in  the  factory 
under  revolutionary  leadership.  This  is  that  the  daily 
struggles  in  the  shop  for  the  economic  demands  of  the 
workers  (strikes,  etc.),  offer  one  of  the  chief  weapons 
for  combatting  the  capitalist  offensive  which  seeks  a 
capitalist  way  out  of  the  crisis,  the  other  chief  weapons 
being  the  fight  for  unemployment  relief  and  insurance, 
the  fight  against  the  imperialist  war  on  China,  and  for 
the  defense  of  the  Soviet  Union,  the  fight  against  capi- 
talist reaction,  the  lynching  and  national  oppression  of 
the  Negroes,  etc.;  that  these  strike  struggles  must  be 
thoroughly  prepared  on  the  basis  of  the  widest  united 
front  of  the  workers  from  below;  and  that  in  order  to 
be  really  effective  for  the  improvement  of  the  condi- 


2 


tions  of  the  workers,  for  the  building  up  of  the  proletar- 
ian counter-offensive  which  will  prepare  and  strength- 
en the  working  class  for  the  final  overthrow  of  capitalist 
rule,  these  daily  economic  struggles  must  be  headed  by 
a revolutionary  leadership,  whose  complete  and  all-in- 
clusive expression  is  the  Communist  Party.  You  have 
also  seen  the  treacherous  role  of  the  Lovestone  and 
Trotsky-Cannon  renegades  in  the  recent  strikes,  where 
these  renegades  served  as  the  spearhead  for  Green,  Lew- 
is and  Schlesinger,  to  demoralize  the  fighting  front  of 
the  workers. 

Similar  experiences  you  must  have  derived  from  your 
participation  in  the  other  current  struggles  of  the 
American  working  class.  Let  us  mention,  for  instance, 
the  fight  against  unemployment  and  for  unemployment 
relief  and  insurance.  Through  your  participation  in  these 
struggles,  whether  they  be  hunger  marches,  demonstra- 
tions, anti-eviction  fights,  etc.,  you  couldn’t  have  escaped 
the  conclusion  that  not  only  is  the  Communist  Party 
the  only  political  party  fighting  really  for  unemploy- 
ment relief  and  insurance,  but  also  that  the  Commu- 
nist Party  is  organizing  and  leading  the  masses  in  such 
a way  as  to  educate  them  and  strengthen  them  for  the 
final  overthrow  of  the  capitalist  dictatorship  and  the 
establishment  of  the  proletarian  dictatorship. 

While  participating  in  the  unemployment  struggles 
you  may  have  become  a member  of  one  of  the  numerous 
Unemployed  Committees  that  are  organizing  the 
masses  to  fight  for  unemployment  relief.  If  so,  you 
already  have  a practical  knowledge  of  the  importance 
of  these  organizations  for  the  carrying  on  of  the  fight 
against  unemployment.  You  will  now  find  out  that  the 
Party  attaches  the  utmost  importance  to  the  struggle 
for  unemployment  relief  and  insurance,  as  one  of  the 
chief  weapons  for  combatting  the  capitalist  offensive 
which  seeks  a capitalist  way  out  of  the  crisis,  and  to 
the  building  up  and  strengthening  of  the  unemployed 
committees  and  councils. 

It  is,  of  course,  impossible  to  say  which  particular 
experience  in  the  class  struggle  was  decisive  for  your 


joining  the  Communist  Party.  Rather  it  must  have 
been  the  sum  of  many  experiences  on  various  points 
of  the  class  struggle  front,  among  which  the  fight 
against  imperialist  war  and  for  the  defense  of  the  So- 
viet Union  had  undoubtedly  played  a very  great  part 
in  bringing  you  into  the  ranks  of  the  Party.  This  is 
the  case  with  many  workers  who  join  the  Communist 
Party  because  it  is  the  only  Party  that  is  following  in 
the  footsteps  of  Lenin  and  the  Bolsheviks,  that  is,  or- 
ganizing the  American  proletariat  to  follow  the  exam- 
ple of  the  working  class  of  Russia  led  by  the  Commu- 
nist (Bolshevik)  Party.  It  is  quite  likely  that  you  have 
come  into  the  Party  especially  through  your  participa- 
tion in  the  anti-imperialist  struggles,  anti-war  cam- 
paigns, and  the  fight  for  the  defense  of  the  Soviet  Un- 
ion that  the  Communist  Party  is  leading.  Possibly  you 
are  a member  of  the  Friends  of  the  Soviet  Union,  or  of 
the  Anti-Imperialist  League.  If  so,  you  can  already 
see  the  great  role  that  these  organizations  are  playing 
in  the  struggle  against  the  capitalist  class. 

In  reflecting  upon  the  experiences  that  made  you  de- 
cide to  join  the  Party,  one  cannot  miss  such  a basic  part 
of  the  class  struggle  and  of  the  struggle  against  impe- 
rialism as  the  fight  for  Negro  rights.  Whether  you  are 
Negro  or  white,  you  must  have  realized  by  now  that  the 
daily  struggle  for  the  abolition  of  the  discrimination  and 
the  special  persecutions  of  the  white  ruling  class  against 
the  Negro  masses,  particularly  the  struggle  against 
lynchings  and  the  defense  of  the  Negroes  from  the 
lynchers,  is  one  of  the  most  fundamental  phases  of  the 
revolutionary  fight  for  the  overthrow  of  the  dictatorship 
of  the  capitalist  class  in  the  United  States.  You  will 
now  gain  a deeper  understanding  of  the  Communist  po- 
sition on  this  question  which  says  that  the  American 
working  class  cannot  hope  to  liberate  itself  from  the 
yoke  of  capitalism  unless  it  helps  to  liberate  the  op- 
pressed Negro  masses  from  the  national  oppression  of 
this  same  white  ruling  class.  Especially  if  you  are  a 
white  worker,  that  is,  a worker  belonging  to  the  domi- 
nating nationality,  it  is  your  duty  to  stand  in  the  very 
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front  ranks  of  the  struggle  for  equal  rights  for  the  Ne- 
gro masses  and  for  their  final  liberation,  propagating 
and  fighting  for  the  right  of  the  Negroes  in  the  Black 
Belt  (in  the  South)  to  self-determination,  including 
the  right  of  separation  from  the  United  States. 

Another  phase  of  the  class  struggle,  which  has  no 
doubt  contributed  towards  your  joining  the  Party,  is 
the  fight  against  the  increasing  use  of  fascist  methods 
of  oppression,  against  the  political  reaction  of  the  capi- 
talist class  and  its  government.  By  this  we  mean  the 
struggle  against  the  attacks  of  the  government,  its  po- 
lice, army,  and  courts,  upon  workers  that  are  on  strike, 
the  brutal  attacks  upon  workers’  meetings,  picket  lines 
and  demonstrations,  the  jailings,  beatings  and  outright 
killings  of  striking  workers  and  their  leaders,  especial- 
ly the  Communist  Party  and  the  revolutionary  unions. 
These  are  some  of  the  manifestations  of  the  political 
reaction  of  the  capitalist  class,  the  progressive  fasciza- 
tion  of  its  government  apparatus,  all  of  which  is  direct- 
ed towards  the  breaking  up  and  crushing  by  all  possible 
means  the  struggles  of  the  masses  for  the  improvement 
of  their  conditions.  This  is  now  becoming  a measure 
of  war  preparations  of  American  imperialism,  especially 
against  the  Soviet  Union.  An  essential  part  of  this 
capitalist  political  reaction  is  the  sharpening  attacks 
upon  the  foreign  born  workers,  the  wholesale  deporta- 
tions of  these  workers,  the  systematic  efforts  to  intro- 
duce legislation  for  the  finger-printing  and  registration 
of  the  foreign  born  workers,  in  order  to  terrorize  them 
into  submission,  in  order  to  drive  a wedge  between  them 
and  the  native  born  American  workers.  Under  the  lead- 
ership of  the  Communist  Party,  ever  larger  numbers 
of  American  workers,  native  and  foreign  born,  white 
and  black,  are  participating  in  the  fight  against  the  po- 
litical reaction  of  the  capitalist  class,  and  for  the  de- 
fense of  workers’  rights.  For  these  struggles  some  spe- 
cial organizations  have  been  created,  such  as  the  Inter- 
national Labor  Defense  and  the  Council  for  the  Protec- 
tion of  the  Foreign  Born,  organizations  that  embrace 
all  workers,  regardless  of  their  political  affiliation,  a 
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united  front  of  the  masses  for  the  fight  against  the 
political  reaction  of  the  ruling  class,  and  for  the  de- 
fense of  workers’  rights  under  the  leadership  of  the 
Party.  Your  experiences  in  this  field  of  struggle  must 
have  played  a large  part  in  your  decision  to  join  the 
Party  which  is  the  leader  and  organizer  of  these  fights. 

And  last,  but  not  least,  your  experiences  of  the  class 
struggle  on  the  parliamentary  field,  that  is,  in  various 
election  campaigns — congressional  elections,  presiden- 
tial elections,  state  and  municipal  elections,  etc.  You 
have  voted  Communist  because  you  considered  correct- 
ly that  the  Communist  Party  is  the  only  class  Party  of 
the  workers,  and  leader  of  all  the  oppressed,  the  only 
true  anti-capitalist  Party.  By  joining  the  Party  you 
have  demonstrated  your  understanding  that  voting  alone 
for  the  Communist  program  and  ticket  in  an  election 
campaign  is  not  sufficient,  that  only  as  a member  of  the 
Party,  participating  daily  in  the  building  up  of  the 
Party’s  strength  and  influence  among  the  masses,  also 
for  the  extra  parliamentary  struggle,  can  you  become 
fully  effective  in  the  fight  for  the  overthrow  of  the  dic- 
tatorship of  the  capitalist  class,  in  the  fight  to  establish 
the  dictatorship  of  the  proletariat  in  the  United  States. 

Now,  if  you  were  to  sum  up  your  experiences  in  the 
various  fields  of  the  class  struggle  in  their  relation  to 
your  joining  the  Party,  you  would  undoubtedly  express 
it  in  the  following  way : The  individual  daily  struggles 
of  the  workers  against  capitalist  exploitation,  in  which 
you  participated  at  various  times  and  on  various  occa- 
sions, are  really  not  isolated  and  separate  events,  but 
constitute  so  many  links  in  one  chain — the  chain  of 
class  struggle  of  the  working  class  against  the  capital- 
ist class,  a struggle  which  aims  at  the  overthrow  of 
capitalist  rule,  the  abolition  of  the  capitalist  system, 
and  the  building  up  of  Socialism  as  the  first  stage  of 
Communism,  through  the  establishment  of  the  dictator- 
ship of  the  proletariat  in  the  form  of  a Soviet  govern- 
ment. And  then  you  would  say : The  Communist  Par- 
ty is  that  Party  which  brings  to  the  masses  the  con- 
sciousness and  understanding  of  the  meaning  of  this 
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struggle.  It  leads  the  masses  and  organizes  them  for 
this  struggle,  drawing  into  its  own  ranks  the  most  ad- 
vanced and  most  conscious  elements  of  the  working 
class,  thus  building  itself  up  as  the  vanguard  and  the 
leader  of  the  entire  class. 

If  you  are  a small  farmer,  perhaps  a tenant  farmer 
or  share  cropper,  your  conclusions  will  be  substantially 
the  same,  although  you  may  have  arrived  at  these  con- 
clusions by  a somewhat  different  route  than  the  indus- 
trial and  agricultural  worker.  You  have  realized  by 
now  that  the  only  way  out  for  the  small  and  exploited 
farmers  from  the  agricultural  and  general  crisis  of 
capitalism,  from  the  exploitation  and  oppression  of  the 
big  landlords,  the  bankers  and  their  government,  is  the 
overthrow  of  the  dictatorship  of  the  capitalist  class  and 
the  establishment  of  the  dictatorship  of  the  proletariat 
— a Soviet  government.  You  have  also  realized  by  now 
that  the  only  way  to  resist  the  offensive  of  the  exploiters 
upon  the  exploited  and  to  improve  the  conditions  of  the 
small  farmers,  is  for  them  to  fight  side  by  side  with  the 
industrial  proletariat  under  the  leadership  of  the  Com- 
munist Party — to  fight  as  the  ally  of  the  working  class 
for  the  partial  and  immediate  demands  of  the  exploited 
farming  masses  and  for  the  overthrow  of  the  whole 
capitalist  system.  By  joining  the  Party,  you  have  ac- 
cepted the  philosophy  and  point  of  view  of  the  prole- 
tariat, which  is  the  only  consistent  revolutionary  class 
able  to  lead  the  liberation  struggle  of  all  the  exploited 
from  the  yoke  of  capitalist  oppression.  You  have  ac- 
cepted the  fundamental  principle  of  Leninism  that  the 
proletariat  must  exercise  the  hegemony  in  the  revolu- 
tion against  capitalism,  and  you  will  strive  to  win  the 
masses  of  small  and  exploited  farmers  for  the  revo- 
lutionary struggle  against  the  capitalist  offensive,  or- 
ganizing and  leading  their  daily  struggles  for  the  im- 
provement of  their  conditions,  cementing  the  alliance 
between  the  proletariat  and  the  small  farmers  under 
the  hegemony  of  the  proletariat  and  the  leadership  of 
the  Communist  Party. 


DEVELOPING  THE  PROLETARIAN  COUNTER-OFFENSIVE 

As  a Communist,  as  a member  of  the  Party,  you 
will  begin  to  appreciate  much  more  than  heretofore  the 
significance  and  importance  of  Party  policies  for  the  de- 
velopment of  the  class  struggle.  Our  Party  is  a Leni- 
nist Party.  This  means,  in  the  first  instance,  that  its 
policies  are  based  upon  a thorough  Marxian  analysis  of 
the  objective  conditions,  of  the  relation  of  class  forces, 
of  the  mood  and  political  maturity  of  the  masses.  The 
Party  policy  arrived  at  by  such  a sober  Marxian  analy- 
sis constitutes  the  Party’s  guide  to  action.  With  these 
policies  the  Party  as  a whole,  and  each  individual  mem- 
ber, steps  forward  into  the  masses  to  arouse  and  organ- 
ize them  for  such  immediate  objectives  and  with  such 
methods  of  struggle  and  forms  of  organization  as  pro- 
vided by  the  policies  of  the  Party. 

In  the  present  period  the  Party’s  chief  task  consists 
in  developing  the  counter-offensive  of  the  working  class 
against  the  offensive  of  the  capitalist  class,  including 
the  organization  of  the  Negro  masses  and  of  the  small 
and  exploited  farmers  as  allies  of  the  proletariat.  This 
task,  which  is  common  to  the  Communist  Parties  of  all 
imperialist  and  colonial  countries,  and  which  was  laid 
down  by  the  Eleventh  Plenary  Session  of  the  Executive 
Committee  of  the  Communist  International,  arises  from 
the  objective  conditions  that  are  characteristic  of  the 
present  period. 

What  are  these  objective  conditions?  It  is  primarily 
the  present  economic  crisis,  which  is  the  greatest  world 
economic  crisis  in  history,  affecting  every  imperialist 
and  colonial  country  and  every  branch  of  capitalist 
economy — industry,  commerce,  agriculture  and  finance. 
The  reason  why  the  present  economic  crisis  is  so  wide- 
spread and  deep,  and  why  the  extent  of  unemploy- 
ment and  the  suffering  of  the  masses  are  so  tremend- 
ously great,  is  the  outstanding  fact  that  the  present 
economic  crisis  is  developing  on  the  basis  of  the  general 
crisis  of  capitalism,  which  is  shattering  the  whole  capi- 
talist system,  leading  to  the  development  of  colonial 
and  proletarian  revolutions,  and  which  has  already  re- 
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suited  in  the  emergence  of  a base  of  a new  world  sys- 
tem— the  Socialist  system  in  the  Soviet  Union. 

Periodic,  recurrent  economic  crises  are  inseparable 
from  capitalism.  We  have  had  many  of  them  in  the 
past — an  economic  crisis  about  every  seven  or  eight 
years.  At  the  bottom  of  these  periodic  economic  crises 
lies  one  of  the  basic  contradictions  of  the  capitalist  sys- 
tem, the  contradiction  between  the  social  character  of 
production  and  the  private  capitalist  ownership  of  the 
means  of  production  with  the  consequent  exploitation, 
robbery  and  enslavement  of  the  masses,  the  subjection 
of  capitalism  to  market  competition  and  rivalry,  to 
planlessness  and  anarchy  of  production.  This  basic 
contradiction  of  capitalism  is  at  the  bottom  also  of  the 
present  economic  crisis  which,  because  it  develops  on 
the  basis  of  the  general  crisis  of  the  decaying  capitalist 
system  and  the  gigantic  growth  of  the  Socialist  system 
in  the  Soviet  Union,  is  assuming  ever  deeper  and  wider 
proportions. 

Confronted  with  the  ever  deepening  crisis,  and  the 
growing  revolutionary  upsurge  of  the  masses,  which  is 
shaking  capitalism  to  its  very  foundations,  the  capitalist 
class  is  fighting  for  a way  out  of  the  crisis  by  means  of, 
first,  a most  intense  attack  upon  the  standard  of  living 
of  the  working  class  and  the  toiling  masses  generally; 
second,  by  means  of  new  wars,  for  the  re-distribution 
of  the  world  among  the  imperialist  powers,  and,  in  the 
first  place,  by  means  of  war  against  the  Soviet  Union 
and  against  the  liberation  movements  of  the  oppressed 
colonial  peoples.  This  is  what  we  understand  by  the 
attempts  of  the  bourgeoisie  to  find  a capitalist  way  out 
of  the  crisis.  We  see  the  manifestations  of  these  at- 
tempts in  the  ever-sharpening  attacks  of  the  capitalists 
upon  the  workers  (wage  cuts,  growing  unemployment, 
fascist  terror,  etc.).  We  see  these  manifestations  also 
in  the  present  imperialist  robber  war  against  China  car- 
ried on  by  Japanese  imperialism  with  the  support  of 
the  other  imperialist  powers  that  are  aiming  to  extend 
the  war  against  China  into  a war  also  against  the  Soviet 
Union.  At  the  same  time  these  imperialist  powers  are 
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fighting  among  themselves  over  the  division  of  the  loot, 
each  of  them  trying  to  secure  the  largest  spoils  for 
itself. 

In  the  face  of  this  offensive  of  the  capitalist  class,  the 
Communist  Party  undertakes  to  organize  the  masses 
and  lead  them  into  struggle  to  defend  themselves  from 
the  attacks  of  the  capitalist  offensive  and  for  the  de- 
velopment of  a proletarian  counter-offensive.  This  is 
the  Party’s  chief  task  in  the  present  period — a task 
which  involves  the  systematic  exposure  of  the  social- 
demagogy  of  the  imperialists  and  the  social-fascist 
agents  that  are  playing  with  the  needs  and  miseries  of 
the  masses  in  order  to  deceive  them  and  break  up  their 
struggles. 

In  order  to  fulfill  this  task  the  Party  is  carrying  on 
a merciless  struggle  against  the  social  fascists,  exposing 
their  demagogy,  and  against  social  fascism  generally, 
as  an  agency  of  the  capitalist  class  in  the  labor  move- 
ments, as  the  chief  social  support  of  imperialism.  The 
importance  of  this  struggle  must  not  be  underestimated. 
Your  own  experiences  with  the  treacheries  and  dema- 
gogy of  social  fascism  in  the  class  struggle  must  have 
already  convinced  you  that  the  leadership  of  the  Amer- 
ican Federation  of  Labor,  the  Socialist  Party,  and  simi- 
lar reformist  groupings  are  nothing  else  but  the  agents 
of  the  ruling  class  within  the  working  class,  whose  func- 
tion it  is  to  deceive,  demoralize  the  workers,  and  to 
break  up  their  struggles  against  the  exploiters.  Further 
reflections  upon  the  role  of  the  social  fascists,  with  the 
help  of  a conscientious  study  of  the  Leninist  analysis 
on  this  question,  will  show  you  that  social  fascism  has 
become  the  main  social  support  of  the  capitalist  class. 
This  means,  that  the  shattering  of  the  influence  of  so- 
cial fascism  upon  the  working  class,  is  one  of  the  most 
important  conditions  for  the  overthrow  of  capitalist 
rule. 

It  is  for  this  reason  that  the  exposure  of  the  betrayals 
of  the  social  fascists,  the  fight  for  winning  the  masses 
of  workers  away  from  the  social  fascist  leaders,  is  part 
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and  parcel  of  the  fight  to  organize  the  proletarian  coun- 
ter-offensive. 

THE  NEED  FOR  A REVOLUTIONARY  WAY  OUT  OF  THE 

CRISIS 

By  joining  the  Party  you  have  signified  your  convic- 
tion that  the  interests  of  the  working  class  dictate  a 
revolutionary  way  out  of  the  crisis.  The  program  of  the 
Communist  Party  offers  the  road  for  the  achievement 
of  the  revolutionary  way  out  of  the  crisis. 

Ever  larger  numbers  of  American  workers,  the  same 
as  the  workers  in  other  capitalist  countries,  are  begin- 
ning to  question  the  possibility  of  any  solution  of  the 
crisis  that  would  benefit  the  working  class,  other  than 
the  revolutionary  way  out,  that  is,  the  way  that  leads 
to  the  overthrow  of  the  dictatorship  of  the  capitalist 
class  and  the  establishment  of  the  dictatorship  of  the 
working  class.  The  intolerable  sufferings  for  the  work- 
ers brought  about  by  the  crisis,  and  the  pressure  of  the 
capitalist  offensive  which  is  aiming  to  achieve  a capital- 
ist solution  of  the  crisis,  is  compelling  increasingly  larg- 
er masses  of  workers  to  participate  in  the  organization 
of  the  proletarian  counter-offensive,  and  is  setting  the 
workers  to  thinking  on  the  need  of  a revolutionary  way 
out  of  the  crisis. 

The  Eleventh  Plenary  Session  of  the  Executive  Com- 
mittee of  the  Communist  International  has  expressed 
this  fact  in  the  following  words: 

“The  development  of  the  class  struggle  amidst 
the  further  development  of  the  world  economic  cri- 
sis confronts  the  broad  masses  of  toilers  with  the 
decisive  alternatives : either  dictatorship  of  the  bour- 
geoisie or — the  dictatorship  of  the  proletariat ; eith- 
er economic  and  political  slavery  or — to  put  an  end 
to  capitalist  exploitation  and  oppression;  either  co- 
lonial oppression  and  imperialist  war  or — peace 
and  fraternity  between  nations;  either  capitalist 
anarchy  and  crisis  or — the  Socialist  system  which 
eliminates  anarchy  and  crisis.” 
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To  win  the  majority  of  the  working  class  for  the  ac- 
ceptance of  the  second  alternative,  that  is,  the  overthrow 
of  the  dictatorship  of  the  bourgeoisie,  and  the  establish- 
ment of  the  dictatorship  of  the  proletariat,  is  the  chief 
strategic  aim  of  the  Communist  Party.  This  aim  follows 
from  the  deepening  crisis,  the  sharpening  capitalist  of- 
fensive, and  the  growing  revolutionary  upsurge  of  the 
masses.  This  means  to  convince  the  masses,  including 
such  basic  sections  of  the  proletariat  as  the  working 
women  and  youth,  of  the  need  of  a revolutionary  way 
out  of  the  crisis  and  of  winning  them  to  follow  the 
leadership  of  the  Communist  Party  in  organizing  the 
proletarian  counter-offensive. 

In  this  connection,  we  must  guard  against  a current 
opportunist  conception  that  the  capitalist  system  will 
collapse  by  itself,  under  the  very  pressure  of  its  own 
difficulties.  This  opportunist  conception  arises  from  the 
wrong  theory  that  the  capitalist  system  is  getting  itself 
tangled  up  in  a “hopeless”  situation,  from  which  there 
is  no  way  out  for  the  capitalist  class.  Lenin  has  proved 
the  total  falsity  of  such  a conception,  by  showing  that 
there  is  no  such  thing  as  a “hopeless”  situation  for  capi- 
talism; that  the  capitalist  class,  by  attempting  to  shift 
the  burden  of  the  crisis  over  to  the  shoulders  of  the 
toiling  masses,  by  undertaking  to  crush  the  revolution- 
ary movements  and  by  precipitating  new  imperialist 
wars,  chiefly  against  the  Soviet  Union,  may  succeed  in 
prolonging  for  a time  its  rule,  thus  magnifying  infinite- 
ly the  misery  and  agonies  of  the  toiling  masses  and  of 
humanity  as  a whole.  Therefore,  Lenin  maintained,  the 
only  way  in  which  we  can  make  the  situation  for  capi- 
talism really  hopeless  is  by  defeating  the  efforts  of  the 
capitalist  class  to  find  a capitalist  way  out  of  the  crisis, 
that  is,  by  arousing  the  widest  masses  to  organized  resis- 
tance against  the  capitalist  offensive,  by  developing  in 
the  daily  struggles  the  proletarian  counter-offensive, 
and  by  convincing  the  masses  of  the  need  of  a revolu- 
tionary way  out  of  the  crisis. 

One  of  the  most  powerful  weapons  in  our  hands  for 
the  winning  of  the  majority  of  the  working  class  to 
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struggle  for  the  revolutionary  way  out  of  the  crisis  is 
the  popularization  of  the  Socialist  achievements  and 
victories  of  the  Soviet  Union.  These  Socialist  achieve- 
ments are  making  the  Soviet  Union  ever  more  the  cen- 
ter of  attraction  for  the  workers  of  all  countries  and 
for  the  oppressed  of  the  whole  world.  The  revolutioniz- 
ing significance  of  the  Soviet  Union  is  growing.  The 
Soviet  Union  is  becoming  strengthened  as  the  base  of 
world  Socialism. 

The  first  Five-Year  Plan  of  Socialist  construction  will 
be  accomplished  in  four  years.  The  Communist  Party 
of  the  Soviet  Union  is  already  laying  the  basis  for  the 
launching  of  the  second  Five-Year  Plan  whose  aims  are 
of  the  greatest  historical  significance.  The  political 
aim  of  the  second  Five-Year  Plan  has  been  stated  in 
the  resolution  of  the  Seventeenth  Conference  of  the 
Communist  Party  of  the  Soviet  Union  in  the  following 
words : 

“The  Conference  considers  that  the  fundamental 
political  task  of  the  second  Five-Year  Plan  is  the 
final  liquidation  of  capitalist  elements  and  classes 
in  general,  the  complete  abolition  of  the  causes  that 
create  class  distinctions  and  exploitation,  the  over- 
coming of  the  remnants  of  capitalism  in  the  econo- 
my and  consciousness  of  the  people,  and  the  trans- 
formation of  the  entire  toiling  population  of  the 
country  into  conscious  and  active  builders  of  a 
classless  Socialist  society.” 

Thus  the  second  Five-Year  Plan  undertakes  to  erect 
a complete  Socialist  society — the  first  stage  of  Commu- 
nism— on  the  Socialist  foundation  created  by  the  first 
Five-Year  Plan.  These  Socialist  successes  the  Commu- 
nist Party  of  the  Soviet  Union  has  achieved  in  the 
struggle  against  the  bourgeois  theory  of  Trotskyism  re- 
garding the  impossibility  of  building  up  Socialism  in 
one  country  and  the  inevitability  of  the  restoration  of 
capitalism — Trotskyism  which  has  transformed  itself 
now  into  the  vanguard  of  the  bourgeois  counter-revolu- 
tion. The  Communist  Party  of  the  Soviet  Union  has 
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achieved  these  successes  in  the  struggle  against  the 
right  opportunism  whose  line  consisted  not  only  in 
tearing  down  the  policy  of  the  Socialist  offensive,  but 
also  in  direct  capitulation  before  the  kulak  and  bour- 
geois elements. 

These  Socialist  successes  of  the  Soviet  Union,  achieved 
under  the  leadership  of  the  Communist  (Bolshevik)  Par- 
ty, have  undoubtedly  had  a great  influence  in  bringing 
you  into  the  ranks  of  the  American  Party.  Now  you 
must  try  to  gain  a clearer  and  more  thorough  under- 
standing of  the  international  role  of  Bolshevism  and 
of  the  Bolshevik  Party. 

The  enemies  of  the  working  class,  especially  the 
Trotskyite  counter-revolutionists  and  other  renegades 
from  Communism,  have  lately  undertaken  to  falsify 
and  distort  the  world  role  of  Lenin  and  of  the  Bolshe- 
viks. The  special  purpose  of  these  falsifications  is  to 
discourage  the  workers  in  the  capitalist  countries  from 
accepting  the  Bolshevik  revolution  in  Russia  as  the  mod- 
el proletarian  revolution  for  the  workers  in  all  capital- 
ist countries;  to  discourage  the  workers  of  the  capital- 
ist countries  from  accepting  the  Bolshevik  Party  of  the 
Soviet  Union  as  the  model  Communist  Party ; to  discou- 
rage the  workers  of  the  capitalist  countries  from  accept- 
ing and  following  the  teachings  of  Lenin  as  the  only 
guide  of  the  world  proletarian  movement.  This  aim 
they  try  to  achieve  by  misrepresenting  Bolshevism  as 
the  product  of  a “backward  country”  whose  theories 
and  practices  are  not  applicable  to  the  more  advanced 
capitalist  countries.  The  letter  of  Comrade  Stalin  on 
this  question  which  appeared  recently  in  the  Russian 
periodical,  Proletarian  Resolution,  exposes  this 
trick  of  the  Trotskyite  counter-revolutionists,  branding 
as  intolerable  the  “rotten  liberalism”  of  some  Party 
members  who  tolerate  and  permit  such  views  in  the 
Party. 

The  Communist  Party  of  the  United  States  holds  the 
view  that  only  in  the  measure  in  which  we  become  a 
Bolshevik  Party  do  we  fulfill  our  tasks  as  a Communist 
Party.  Each  member  of  our  Party  can  have  no  higher 
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aim  and  desire  than  to  become  a good  Bolshevik  in  a 
good  Bolshevik  Party. 

CHAPTER  2 

Your  Experiences  with  Bourgeois  Democracy,  the  Capi- 
talist Parties  and  Their  Social  Fascist  Agents 

The  two  main  parties  of  the  capitalist  class  of  the 
United  States  are  the  Republican  and  the  Democratic 
parties.  While  in  the  past  there  have  been  fundamental 
differences  between  these  two  parties,  reflecting  antag- 
onistic interests  within  the  ruling  class,  at  the  present 
time  both  the  Republican  and  Democratic  parties  stand 
for  the  same  thing.  Moreover,  both  represent  the  inter- 
ests of  the  dominating  group  in  the  capitalist  class,  the 
interests  of  big  finance  capital.  This  has  been  the  case 
practically  since  the  emergence  of  the  era  of  imperial- 
ism, and  is  becoming  more  so  every  day.  Your  experi- 
ences with  these  parties — you  may  have  been  a member 
formerly  of  one  of  them,  or  have  voted  for  either  of 
them  in  the  election  campaign — will  bear  out  the  above 
statement.  As  a member  of  the  Party,  participating  ac- 
tively in  the  struggle  against  these  capitalist  parties 
along  Communist  lines,  you  will  gain  a better  under- 
standing of  the  role  and  relations  of  these  two  parties 
in  the  maintenance  of  the  dictatorship  of  the  capitalist 
class. 

BOURGEOIS  DEMOCRACY,  FASCISM  AND  SOCIAL-FASCISM 

The  so-called  Democratic  republic  of  the  United  States 
is  a capitalist  democracy  which  is  a masked,  camouflag- 
ed form  of  the  dictatorship  of  the  capitalist  class.  This 
is  popularly  expressed  in  the  statement  that  the  Ameri- 
can government  is  a Wall  Street  government,  a govern- 
ment of  the  trusts  and  the  big  bankers.  This,  however, 
does  not  mean  that  it  is  only  Hoover  and  the  Republican 
party  that  make  the  government  subservient  to  Wall 
Street  and  to  the  big  capitalists.  It  means  that  bour- 
gois  democracy,  as  a system  and  form  of  government, 
is  and  can  be  nothing  else  but  a dictatorship  of  the 
capitalist  class,  camouflaged  with  various  parliamenta- 
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ry  and  other  “democratic”  trimmings,  regardless  of 
whether  the  government  is  held  by  the  Republican,  Dem- 
ocratic, “Socialist”  or  any  other  bourgeois  or  reformist 
political  organization.  The  only  form  of  government 
that  is  truly  democratic,  a government  which  belongs 
to  the  overwhelming  majority  of  the  population  and  is 
built  and  operated  by  all  its  toilers,  is  the  Soviet  form 
of  government.  This,  too,  is  a dictatorship  of  a class 
(no  government  can  be  anything  else),  but  it  is  a dicta- 
torship of  the  working  class,  which  rests  upon  the  alli- 
ance between  the  working  class  and  the  toiling  popula- 
tion of  the  farms  (the  small  and  exploited  farmers), 
and  functions  for  the  sole  purpose  of  suppressing  capi- 
talist counter-revolution ; abolishing  capitalist,  landlord 
and  imperialist  exploitation;  and  building  a Socialist 
society — the  first  stage  of  Communism — for  the  benefit 
of  all  toilers.  It  is  an  instrument  not  for  the  perpetua- 
tion of  class  rule,  but  for  the  abolition  of  class  rule  by 
the  abolition  of  the  class  divisions  that  give  rise  to  class 
rule — an  instrument  that  will  die  away  with  the  disap- 
pearance of  class  divisions  and  class  struggle.  The  de- 
struction of  the  capitalist  state — the  capitalist  democ- 
racy— and  the  establishment  of  the  proletarian  state — 
the  Soviet  working  class  democracy — is  the  first  condi- 
tion to  the  next  phase  of  the  class  struggle  that  leads 
to  the  abolition  of  all  class  divisions  and  class  rule  al- 
together. The  Bolshevik  Revolution  in  Russia  and  the 
Socialist  achievements  of  the  Soviet  Union  offer  the 
best  confirmation  of  the  truth  of  this  fundamental  idea 
of  Marxism-Leninism. 

The  present  form  of  government  in  the  United  States 
is  a masked  dictatorship  of  the  capitalist  class  for  the 
oppression  and  suppression  of  the  workers  and  all  the 
exploited.  The  deepening  crisis,  which  intensifies  all 
the  fundamental  contradictions  of  capitalism,  the  rising 
discontent  of  the  masses  and  the  growing  prestige  of 
the  Soviet  Union,  give  rise,  on  the  one  hand,  to  the  ever 
more  open  utilization  by  the  bourgeoisie  of  the  apparat- 
us of  violence  of  its  dictatorship,  and,  on  the  other  hand, 
to  the  growth  of  the  revolutionary  upsurge  among  the 


16 


masses.  This  more  open  utilization  of  the  apparatus  of 
violence  of  the  bourgeois  dictatorship  is  occurring  in- 
variably every  time  that  the  masses  enter  into  a strug- 
gle, or  are  preparing  to  struggle,  for  the  improvement 
of  their  conditions,  whether  it  be  a strike,  unemploy- 
ment demonstration,  a fight  against  lynching  and  Negro 
discrimination,  anti-war  demonstration,  etc.  The  appa- 
ratus of  violence  and  oppression  of  the  bourgeois  de- 
mocracy (police,  troops,  machine  guns,  gas  bombs,  jails, 
courts,  etc.)  is  used  by  the  government  more  frequently 
and  more  openly  to  crush  the  masses  and  defend  the  ex- 
ploiters. More  often  than  before,  the  government  is 
throwing  aside  some  of  the  “democratic”  camouflage, 
which  is  masking  the  existing  capitalist  dictatorship, 
showing  itself  more  openly  as  the  naked  dictatorship  of 
the  capitalist  class.  Capitalist  government  and  rule  are 
becoming  fascisized,  that  is,  from  a masked  dictatorship 
of  the  capitalist  class  bourgeois  democracy  is  developing 
into  an  open  and  naked  dictatorship. 

Thus  we  see  that  fascism — the  naked  form  of  the  capi- 
talist dictatorship — organically  grows  out  of  bourgeois 
democracy.  Fascism  sharpens  all  the  methods  of  sup- 
pressing and  enslaving  the  toiling  masses — the  methods 
that  are  peculiar  to  the  capitalist  system  and  insepara- 
ble from  the  whole  system  of  bourgeois  dictatorship.  The 
bourgeoisie  pushes  forward  and  molds  the  fascist  re- 
gime, interweaving  it  with  the  remnants  of  bourgeois  de- 
mocracy, seeking  to  destroy  the  class  organizations  of 
the  workers,  suppressing  the  Communist  parties,  cre- 
ating and  utilizing  special  military  terroristic  organiza- 
tions (such  as,  the  capitalist  elements  of  the  American 
Legion,  the  Ku  Klux  Klan,  etc.),  irrespective  of  whether 
the  bourgeoisie  abolishes  or  preserves  the  parliamentary 
forms  of  the  bourgeois  democracy.  Hand  in  hand  with 
this  goes  the  growth  of  fascist  social-demagogy,  the 
playing  with  the  needs  and  miseries  of  the  toiling  mass- 
es, in  order  to  deceive  them  and  to  conceal  the  counter- 
revolutionary aims  of  the  bourgeois  dictatorship. 

The  recent  growth  of  fascism  has  been  possible  only 
because  of  the  support  given  to  it  by  international  social- 
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democracy — the  “socialist”  parties,  and  reformist  trade 
union  leaders — throughout  the  whole  post-war  period 
of  the  dictatorship  of  the  bourgeoisie,  irrespective  of 
the  form  that  the  latter  has  assumed.  By  drawing  a 
contrast  between  the  “democratic”  forms  of  the  dicta- 
torship of  the  bourgeoisie  (the  masked  form)  and  fas- 
cism (the  naked  form),  social-democracy  lulls  the  vigi- 
lance of  the  masses  in  the  fight  against  the  growing  po- 
litical reaction  and  fascism,  conceals  the  counter-revo- 
lutionary character  of  bourgeois  democracy  and  thus 
serves  as  an  active  factor  and  channel  for  the  fasciza- 
tion  of  the  capitalist  state.  This  is  how  social-democ- 
racy and  social-reformism  generally  have  become  social- 
fascism,  which  is  represented  in  the  United  States  by 
the  leadership  of  the  American  Federation  of  Labor, 
by  the  Socialist  party,  by  their  “left”  wing,  Muste,  and 
by  Muste’s  assistants,  the  Lovestone  and  Cannon  rene- 
gades. 

What  is  the  role  of  the  capitalist  parties  and  of  their 
social-fascist  agents  in  the  maintenance  of  the  dictator- 
ship of  the  capitalist  class? 

You  have  undoubtedly  observed  that  the  Republican 
and  Democratic  parties,  notwithstanding  their  apparent 
disagreements  and  “opposition”  to  each  other,  really 
belong  into  one  and  the  same  category.  This  category 
is  the  so-called  two-party  system  of  the  capitalist  class 
of  the  United  States.  Already  in  1912  Lenin  analyzed 
the  meaning  of  this  two-party  system,  showing  that  it 
is  through  both  of  these  parties  that  the  capitalist  class 
rules  the  United  States;  that  while  one  of  them  is  in 
power,  the  function  of  the  other  is  to  prevent  the  crys- 
talization  of  real  opposition  to  capitalist  rule  by  pre- 
tending with  various  demagogic  tricks,  to  be  “in  oppo- 
sition” to  the  party  in  power.  This  has  been  the  strat- 
egy of  American  finance  capital,  that  controls  both  the 
Republican  and  Democratic  parties,  which  aimed  to  pre- 
vent the  crystalization  of  any  serious  third  parties, 
even  a third  party  of  the  small  bourgeoisie. 

But  the  two-party  system  of  American  finance  capital 
while  continuing  to  fulfill  the  same  purpose  as  in  the 
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pre-war  period,  is  undergoing  certain  changes  in  its 
structure  in  the  direction  of  fascism.  These  changes 
consist  in  the  policy  of  finance  capital  to  incorporate 
into  its  party  system  the  social  fascists  and  the  organi- 
zations controlled  by  them.  The  leadership  of  the 
American  Federation  of  Labor  is  in  fact  an  organic 
part  of  the  capitalist  party  system.  Not  only  are  these 
leaders  individually  members  of  either  one  or  the  other 
of  the  capitalist  parties,  but  their  opposition  to  indepen- 
dent working  class  political  action  and  their  so-called 
non-partisan  policy  of  supporting  “friends”  of  labor  on 
the  tickets  of  the  Republican  and  Democratic  parties,  is 
calculated  to  insure  the  domination  of  these  two  parties 
and  to  prevent  the  growth  of  a powerful  working  class 
political  party. 

The  Socialist  Party  of  America  has  also  become  an 
organic  part  of  the  capitalist  party  system.  The  social 
task  which  the  Socialist  party  is  carrying  out  for  capi- 
talism is  to  try  to  create  within  the  working  class  a 
fortress  of  capitalism  that  would  combat  the  develop- 
ment and  growth  of  a real  working  class  political  party, 
resorting  to  the  most  extensive  use  of  demagogy  in  order 
to  deceive  the  masses.  The  praise  which  the  capitalist 
class  has  been  showering  upon  the  Socialist  party  and 
its  leaders  in  recent  years  shows  conclusively  that  the 
American  capitalists  have  accepted  the  Socialist  party 
into  the  fold  as  a decent  and  respectable  organization 
which  deserves  to  be  incorporated  into  the  Party  system 
of  American  capitalism. 

This  is  how  the  capitalist  class  confronts  the  working 
class  on  the  field  of  political  struggle  in  which  the  daily 
economic  struggles  of  the  workers  receive  a more  con- 
centrated expression.  It  is  class  against  class.  The 
front  of  the  capitalist  class  on  the  political  field,  which 
is  embraced  in  the  party  system  of  capitalism,  runs 
from  the  Republican  and  Democratic  parties  to  the  lea- 
dership of  the  American  Federation  of  Labor  and  com- 
pletes the  chain  of  the  system  with  the  Socialist  party. 
But  this  is  not  all.  The  “left”  variety  of  social  fascism 
is  just  as  much  a part  of  the  capitalist  front  and  of 
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the  capitalist  party  system  as  the  rest  of  social  fas- 
cism, only  it  fulfills  a special  task  with  special  means. 

“LEFT”  SOCIAL  FASCISM  AND  THE  RENEGADES  FROM 
COMMUNISM 

The  special  social  task  that  the  “left”  social  fascists 
fulfill  for  capitalism  is  to  deceive  and  demoralize  the 
radicalized  sections  of  the  working  class,  those  that  are 
on  the  road  to  Communism  and  to  the  Communist  Party. 
Muste  and  the  Musteites,  and  the  groups  that  are  relat- 
ed to  them  in  the  American  Federation  of  Labor  and 
in  the  Socialist  party,  step  forward  with  their  “left” 
demagogy  precisely  among  those  workers  who  no  longer 
have  confidence  in  the  Greens,  Matthew  Wolls,  and  the 
Hillquits.  The  chief  stock  in  trade  of  these  “left”  so- 
cial fascists  is  to  pay  lip  service  to  various  left  policies, 
even  accepting  the  dictatorship  of  the  proletariat  (with 
reservations),  and  having  done  this  to  secure  a sympa- 
thetic hearing  from  the  radicalized  workers,  the  “left” 
demagogs  proceed  to  denounce  and  attack  the  Commu- 
nist Party  and  the  revolutionary  unions  of  the  Trade 
Union  Unity  League.  Thus  Muste  and  Company  expose 
themselves  as  social  fascists  who  are  playing  the  “left” 
in  order  to  be  able  more  easily  to  approach  the  radical- 
ized worker  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  his  joining 
the  class  struggle  under  revolutionary  leadership.  The 
talk  of  Muste  and  Company  of  independent  political  ac- 
tion by  the  workers  and  of  a Labor  Party  is  dictated  by 
the  same  considerations  of  providing  a reformist  politi- 
cal outlet  for  those  workers  who  have  become  disillu- 
sioned with  the  Socialist  party,  thus  halting  the  prog- 
ress of  these  workers  to  the  party  of  the  working  class 
— the  Communist  Party. 

The  right  wing  renegades  from  Communism  (Love- 
stone  and  Company)  and  the  Trotskyite  counter-revolu- 
tionists (Cannon  and  Company)  are  in  reality  the  help- 
ers and  assistants  of  Muste  and  Company,  that  is,  a 
bridge  to  Green,  Woll,  Hillquit  and  Company.  The  rene- 
gades operate  chiefly  among  the  more  advanced  work- 
ers that  are  already  grouping  themselves  around  the 
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Communist  Party.  But  the  purpose  of  the  renegades 
is  the  same  as  that  of  Muste  and  Company,  to  demora- 
lize the  fighting  front  of  the  workers  (see  the  treacher- 
ous role  of  the  renegades  in  the  recent  strikes  of  the 
miners,  textile  workers  and  needle  trades),  to  wage  war 
against  the  Communist  Party  while  pretending  to  be  in 
sympathy  with  its  revolutionary  program.  In  this  way 
the  renegades,  the  same  as  Muste,  become  incorporated 
into  the  front  of  capitalism  against  the  front  of  the 
working  class.  They  become  also  a part  of  the  party 
system  of  American  capitalism.  As  against  this  capital- 
ist front  the  Communist  Party  is  building  up  a working 
class  front  aiming  to  win  for  this  working  class  united 
front  the  support  of  all  the  toiling  and  oppressed 
masses  in  the  United  States. 

From  the  above  it  will  become  clear  why  the  merciless 
fight  against  social  fascism,  especially  the  exposure  and 
struggle  against  the  “left”  social  fascists  and  their  ren- 
egade assistants,  is  a basic  part  of  the  struggle  for  the 
building  up  of  the  anti-capitalist  proletarian  front  un- 
der the  leadership  of  the  Communist  Party. 

In  carrying  out  the  struggle  against  the  various  shad- 
ings of  social  fascism,  we  must  guard  against  two  dan- 
gers. One  is,  the  danger  of  adopting  a tolerant  and  easy 
going  attitude  towards  social  fascism.  This  is  the  great- 
est danger  confronting  us  because  without  destroying 
the  influence  of  social  fascism  among  the  masses  we  will 
not  be  able  to  destroy  the  rule  of  capitalism.  At  the 
same  time  we  must  guard  against  another  danger,  the 
danger  of  considering  the  rank  and  file  working  class 
members  of  the  organizations  controlled  by  the  social 
fascists  as  being  all  of  them  hopeless  social  fascists 
themselves  with  whom  it  would  be  useless  to  talk  and 
try  to  win  over  to  our  side.  This  is  also  a great  danger 
which  plays  into  the  hands  directly  of  social  fascism. 
While  attacking  mercilessly  the  hypocrisy,  demagogy 
and  betrayals  of  the  social  fascist  leaders  we  must  pa- 
tiently and  in  a comradely  way  persuade  and  convince 
the  working  class  followers  of  the  social  fascists — espe- 
cially in  the  unions  of  the  American  Federation  of  Labor 
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of  the  correctness  of  our  position,  on  the  basis  of  com- 
mon united  front  struggles,  especially  in  the  shops, 
against  the  capitalist  offensive. 

CHAPTER  3 

Initiative — Activity — Discipline 

What  is  the  nature  of  membership  in  the  Communist 
Party?  This  is  well  stated  in  the  Constitution  and  Rules 
of  the  Communist  International,  Paragraph  3,  which 
reads  as  follows: 

“Membership  in  the  Communist  Party  and  in  the 
Communist  International  is  open  to  all  those  who 
accept  the  program  and  rules  of  the  given  Commu- 
nist Party  and  of  the  Communist  International, 
who  join  one  of  the  basic  units  of  a Party,  actively 
work  in  it,  abide  by  all  the  decisions  of  the  Party 
and  of  the  Communist  International,  and  regularly 
pay  Party  dues.” 

You  will  observe  that  all  of  the  specific  requirements 
for  membership  in  the  Party  aim  at  one  thing,  namely, 
the  active,  conscious  and  disciplined  participation  in 
the  struggles  of  the  masses  that  are  led  and  organized 
by  the  Party.  There  can  be  nothing  formal,  or 
blind,  or  passive  about  membership  in  the  Party,  be- 
cause the  Communist  Party  is  the  revolutionary  van- 
guard of  the  working  class.  Initiative  on  the  part  of 
every  member,  creative  activity  for  winning  and  organ- 
izing the  masses,  and  discipline  in  the  carrying  out  of 
the  decisions  of  the  Party  and  of  the  Communist  Inter- 
national are  the  very  essence  of  Communist  Party  mem- 
bership. 

THE  ORGANIZATIONAL  PRINCIPLES  OF  BOLSHEVISM 
Each  Party  member  must  avail  himself  or  herself 
of  the  opportunity  provided  by  the  Party  for  a thorough 
study  of  the  organizational  principles  of  Bolshevism 
which  are  the  organizational  principles  of  the  Commu- 
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nist  International  and  of  our  Party.  Without  it  one 
cannot  become  a good  and  active  Party  member. 

To  realize  how  important  the  organizational  prin- 
ciples of  our  Party  are,  it  would  suffice  perhaps  to  men- 
tion the  fact  that  one  of  the  most  important  fights  that 
Bolshevism  had  made  against  opportunism,  in  Russia 
itself  and  in  the  whole  pre-war  Second  International, 
was  on  the  question  of  organization.  This  was  the  fa- 
mous struggle  of  Lenin  and  the  Bolsheviks  at  the  Sec- 
ond Congress  of  the  Russian  Party  on  the  question  of 
Party  organization,  Lenin  and  the  Bolsheviks  fighting 
for  the  principle  of  a centralized,  active,  disciplined 
proletarian  party  and  the  opportunists  (the  future 
Mensheviks)  fighting  for  a decentralized,  loose,  non- 
disciplined,  petty  bourgeois  organization.  It  was  this 
question,  together  with  the  question  of  the  role  of  the 
working  class  in  the  revolution  and  the  role  of  the  Party 
as  its  leader  that  precipitated  and  crystallized  the  divi- 
sion between  the  opportunists  and  proletarian  revolu- 
tionists, between  the  Mensheviks  and  the  Bolsheviks. 

The  organizational  principles  of  Bolshevism  follow 
inevitably  from  the  Bolshevik  conception  of  the  role 
of  the  Communist  Party.  What  is  this  conception? 
Stalin  states  that  in  the  following  words: 

“The  Party  should  be  the  vanguard  of  the  work- 
ing class.  It  should  group  within  it  the  best  ele- 
ments, should  embody  their  experiences,  their  revo- 
lutionary spirit,  their  unbounded  devotion  to  the 
cause  of  the  proletariat. . . . The  Party  is  the  politi- 
cal leader  of  the  working  class.” 

Stalin  compares  the  Party  to  the  general  staff  of  an 
army.  The  Party  is  the  general  staff  of  the  working 
class  revolutionary  army,  leading  the  war  against  capi- 
talism. As  such  the  Party  must  be  built  as  a centralized 
organization,  each  member  belonging  to  a Party  unit 
and  carrying  on  daily  active  work  among  the  masses 
under  the  direction  of  this  unit,  and  fulfilling  faith- 
fully, consciously  and  loyally  the  Party  policies  and 
Party  decisions. 
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The  Bolshevik  principles  of  organization  are  unalter- 
ably opposed  to  all  theories  of  spontaneity,  that  is,  the 
“theories”  that  the  working  class  can  achieve  its  libera- 
tion from  capitalism  without  the  leadership  of  the 
Communist  Party.  The  theories  of  spontaneity  are 
the  theories  of  opportunism.  They  deny  to  the  Party 
of  the  working  class  the  leading  role  of  the  vanguard. 
Stalin  brands  this  theory  as  the  “underestimation  of  the 
role  of  the  conscious  elements  in  the  movement,  the 
ideology  of  the  ‘rearguard,’  the  logical  base  of  all 
opportunism.”  No  wonder  that  this  theory  of  sponta- 
neity is  part  of  the  philosophy  of  Trotskyism.  This 
“theory”  was  also  held  by  the  left  radicals  in  the  Second 
International  before  the  war,  including  Rosa  Luxem- 
burg, and  the  struggle  of  the  Bolsheviks  for  their  prin- 
ciples of  organization  was  therefore  directed  also 
against  the  Luxemburg  conception  of  spontaneity. 

An  essential  part  of  the  Bolshevik  principles  of  or- 
ganization is  the  principle  of  democratic  centralism. 
The  constitution  and  rules  of  the  Communist  Interna- 
tional formulate  this  as  follows: 

“The  Communist  International  and  its  Sections 
are  built  upon  the  basis  of  democratic  centralism, 
the  fundamental  principles  of  which  are:  (a)  elec- 
tion of  all  the  leading  committees  of  the  Party, 
subordinate  and  superior  (by  general  meetings  of 
Party  members,  conferences,  congresses  and  inter- 
national congresses) ; (b)  periodical  reports  by 
leading  Party  committees  to  their  constituents;  (c) 
decisions  of  superior  Party  committees  to  be  obliga- 
tory for  subordinate  committees,  strict  Party  dis- 
cipline and  prompt  execution  of  the  decisions  of  the 
Communist  International,  of  its  leading  committees 
and  of  the  leading  Party  centers. 

“Party  questions  may  be  discussed  by  the  mem- 
bers of  the  Party  and  by  the  Party  organizations 
until  such  time  as  a decision  is  taken  upon  them  by 
the  competent  Party  committees.  After  a decision 
has  been  taken  by  the  Congress  of  the  Communist 
International,  by  the  Congress  of  the  respective 
Sections,  or  by  leading  committees  of  the  Comin- 
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tern,  and  of  its  various  Sections,  these  decisions 
must  be  unreservedly  carried  out  even  if  a section 
of  the  Party  membership  or  of  the  local  Party  or- 
ganizations are  in  disagreement  with  it. 

“In  cases  where  a Party  exists  illegally,  the  su- 
perior Party  committees  may  appoint  the  subor- 
dinate committees  and  co-opt  members  on  their  own 
committees,  subject  to  subsequent  endorsement  by 
the  competent  superior  Party  committees.” 

It  is  on  the  basis  of  these  principles  that  our  Party 
is  organized,  beginning  with  the  nucleus,  which  is  the 
basic  Party  unit  and  completing  the  structure  with  the 
Central  Committee  which  is  the  highest  governing  body 
of  the  Party  in  the  period  between  Party  conventions. 
The  Party  press  is  an  organic  part  of  the  Party’s  struc- 
ture and  one  of  its  most  important  weapons  for  winning 
and  organizing  the  masses.  The  Party  is  continually 
striving  to  better  and  strengthen  its  organization,  to 
adapt  its  work  to  the  tasks  of  the  class  struggle  at  any 
given  period.  This  we  achieve  in  the  measure  in  which 
we  can  fight  successfully,  on  the  one  hand  against  the 
right  opportunist  tendency  to  loosen  up  and  to  weaken 
the  discipline  of  our  organization,  and,  on  the  other 
hand,  against  the  “left”  sectarian  tendency  which  cre- 
ates a caricature  of  Communist  Party  discipline  by  its 
mechanical  approach  to  the  question.  At  all  times  the 
Party  wages  a merciless  struggle  against  all  bureau- 
cratic and  formalistic  tendencies  in  our  midst  which  are 
incompatible  with  Bolshevik  organization  and  dis- 
cipline. 

It  is  obvious  that  in  a Communist  Party  there  can 
be  no  room  for  factional  divisions  and  groupings.  The 
experience  of  our  own  Party  with  factional  groupings 
and  factional  struggles,  a condition  that  prevailed  in 
our  Party  for  many  years  until  broken  and  liquidated 
with  the  help  of  the  Communist  International  in  1929, 
offers  conclusive  proof  that  factional  groupings  and 
factional  divisions  constitute  the  greatest  danger  to  the 
Communist  Party,  an  obstacle  to  its  growth  as  well  as 
to  its  successful  struggles  against  the  opportunist  devia- 
tions from  the  line  of  the  Communist  International. 
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THE  QUALITY  OF  COMMUNIST  WORK  IN  THE  PRESENT 

PERIOD 

The  quality  of  Communist  work  in  the  present  period 
must  be  different  from  the  quality  of  Communist  work 
in  the  previous  periods.  In  a word,  this  could  be  ex- 
pressed as  follows:  From  propagandists  we  must  be- 
come organizers  and  leaders  of  the  daily  struggles  of 
the  masses.  This  does  not  mean  that  we  should  cease 
propagating  the  ideas  and  principles  of  Communism. 
Not  at  all.  What  it  does  mean  is  that  we  must  now 
carry  on  the  propaganda  of  Communism  by  means  and 
in  the  process  of  organizing  and  leading  the  daily  strug- 
gles of  the  masses  against  the  capitalist  offensive,  win- 
ning the  masses  for  Communism  on  the  basis  of  their 
practical  experiences  in  the  struggle  under  our  leader- 
ship. 

This  change  in  the  quality  of  our  work,  of  the  work 
of  each  individual  Party  member  as  well  as  of  the  Party 
as  a whole,  is  dictated  to  us  by  the  basic  characteristics 
of  the  present  period  in  the  development  of  post-war 
capitalism.  For  an  understanding  of  the  characteristics 
of  the  present  period,  it  is  most  essential  to  study  the 
deliberations  and  decisions  of  the  Sixth  World  Con- 
gress of  the  Communist  International,  which  laid  bare 
the  inevitability  of  the  shattering  of  the  temporary  and 
decaying  capitalist  stabilization  and  the  inevitable  rise 
of  great  battles  against  capitalism  for  which  the  Com- 
munist Parties  in  all  imperialist  and  colonial  countries 
must  prepare  themselves  with  the  greatest  rapidity. 

The  11th  Plenum  of  the  Executive  Committee  of  the 
Communist  International  has  given  us  an  analysis  of 
the  latest  phase  of  the  development  of  the  present 
period  of  post-war  capitalism.  The  Plenum  had  found 
that  the  temporary  and  decaying  capitalist  stabiliza- 
tion was  coming  to  an  end;  while  in  the  Soviet  Union, 
the  laying  of  the  foundations  of  a socialist  economy 
was  being  completed.  On  the  basis  of  these  facts  the 
Plenum  has  analyzed  the  development  of  the  crisis,  the 
capitalist  offensive  and  the  sharpening  contrast  and 
antagonism  between  the  capitalist  world  and  the  world 
that  is  building  socialism  showing  the  prevalence  and 


26 


inevitable  growth  of  the  revolutionary  upsurge  of  the 
masses  in  all  the  imperialist  and  colonial  countries,  the 
ripening  of  the  pre-conditions  for  a revolutionary  crisis 
in  such  countries  as  Germany  and  Poland  and  the  fur- 
ther deepening  of  the  revolutionary  crisis  in  China, 
India,  and  Spain.  At  the  same  time  the  Plenum  took 
note  of  the  fact  that  the  Communist  Parties  were  still 
lagging  behind  this  rising  revolutionary  upsurge  of  the 
masses,  therefore  making  it  mandatory  upon  all  our 
parties  to  increase  many  fold  the  tempo  of  their  work, 
to  improve  the  quality  of  their  work  in  order  to  over- 
come this  dangerous  lagging  behind,  thus  enabling  our 
parties  to  function  as  the  true  vanguard  of  the  working 
class. 

What  does  this  mean  for  the  improvement  of  the 
quality  of  our  work?  It  means  more  and  better  Com- 
munist work  among  the  masses  for  the  organization 
and  leadership  of  their  daily  struggles.  It  means  to 
carry  on  the  most  concentrated  activities  among  the 
masses,  especially  among  the  workers  in  the  shops,  for 
the  organization  of  their  economic  struggles  against  the 
employers,  drawing  in  the  working  women  and  youth, 
building  up  in  the  process  of  these  struggles  shop  com- 
mittees, revolutionary  unions  and  revolutionary  opposi- 
tions in  unions  of  the  American  Federation  of  Labor.  It 
means  the  most  intensive  activities  for  the  organization 
of  the  unemployed  masses  to  struggle  for  unemploy- 
ment relief  and  insurance,  building  up  in  the  process 
wide  organizations  of  the  unemployed.  It  means  further 
the  most  intense  development  of  our  anti-war  campaign 
which  at  the  present  time  must  be  placed  in  the  center 
of  all  our  activities,  the  campaign  against  the  imperialist 
war  on  China  and  for  the  defense  of  the  Soviet  Union.  In 
a word  it  means  the  most  energetic  and  systematic  acti- 
vities for  the  unfolding  of  the  daily  struggles  of  the 
masses  against  the  capitalist  offensive  along  the  lines 
of  the  Party’s  policies,  at  all  times  recruiting  into  the 
Party  the  more  advanced  proletarian  elements  and 
building  the  Party  organization  in  the  shops. 

To  accomplish  this  end,  that  is,  to  raise  our  work  to 
the  necessary  heights  of  quality,  we  must  combat  sys- 
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tematically  two  varieties  of  opportunism  that  are  still 
present  in  our  midst.  One  is  the  right  opportunist  ten- 
dency which  expresses  itself  in  sheer  passivity,  in  hesi- 
tation to  step  forward  as  the  leader  and  organizer  of 
the  daily  struggles  of  the  masses,  in  the  pernicious  tend- 
ency of  white  chauvinism  and  in  a lack  of  faith  in  the 
revolutionary  upsurge  that  is  taking  place.  This  is  our 
main  danger  in  the  present  period.  At  the  same  time 
we  must  combat  another  opportunist  tendency,  which 
usually  covers  itself  with  “left”  phrases.  This  tendency 
expresses  itself  in  the  attitude  of  narrow  sectarianism 
which  isolates  itself  from  the  masses,  adopts  a false 
“superior”  attitude  to  the  masses.  The  effect  of  this 
is  the  abandonment  of  the  field  of  struggle,  the  oppor- 
tunist giving  up  of  the  fight. 

Joining  the  Communist  Party  does  under  no  circum- 
stances mean  the  going  away  from  the  masses,  but  on 
the  contrary,  it  means  for  each  individual  Communist 
the  establishment  of  even  closer  and  more  intimate  con- 
nections with  the  masses,  especially  with  his  or  her  shop- 
mates  as  well  as  with  the  co-members  of  the  unions, 
working  class  friends  in  the  neighborhoods,  etc.  A Com- 
munist proves  to  the  masses  his  or  her  superior  value  to 
the  working  class,  not  by  assuming  a “superior”  sectar- 
ian pose  but  by  demonstrating  concretely  in  the  daily 
struggle  against  the  exploiters  that  he  or  she  are  more 
militant,  better  fighters,  better  organizers  of  the  work- 
ers, deserving  to  be  leaders  and  able  to  win  the  recogni- 
tion of  the  masses  as  their  leaders  in  the  struggle  against 
the  capitalist  offensive. 

CONCENTRATION  ON  SHOP  WORK— THE  SHOP  NUCLEUS 

These  qualities  of  Communist  work,  a Party  member 
must  display  on  all  fields  of  activity,  bufynost  especial- 
ly in  the  shop  where  he  or  she  works.  'The  shop  must 
become  the  center  of  our  activities.  This  is  the  essence 
of  the  decisions  of  the  13th  Plenum  of  the  Central  Com- 
mittee of  our  Party.  This  is  the  main  link  in  the  chain 
of  struggle  which  we  must  now  seize  will  all  our  might 
in  order  to  get  hold  of  the  entire  chain  for  the  making 
of  the  next  step  in  the  development  of  our  Party.  That 
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is  why  we  must  build  the  Party  organization — the  Party 
nuclei — first  of  all  and  primarily  in  the  shops.  That  is 
why  we  must  build  our  revolutionary  unions  and  the 
revolutionary  oppositions  of  the  A.  F.  of  L.  unions  first 
of  all  in  the  shops.  Our  slogan  is : Every  shop  must  be-  . 
come  a fortress  of  Communism,  and  every  member  of  ’ 
the  Party  an  organizer  and  leader  of  the  daily  struggles 
of  the  masses. 

Without  minimizing  in  the  least  the  tremendous  im- 
portance of  organizing  the  unemployed  masses,  our 
greatest  attention  must  be  given  to  winning  and  or- 
ganizing the  workers  in  the  largest  shops  of  the  most 
important  industries.  Only  in  this  way  will  we  be  able 
to  develop  the  full  striking  force  of  the  proletarian 
counter-offensive  uniting  the  struggles  of  the  employed 
with  the  unemployed  workers.  Concentration  on  the 
shops,  especially  of  the  chemical  and  other  munitions- 
producing  industries  (which  includes  the  basic  indus- 
tries) as  well  as  transport,  is  dictated  to  us  also  by  the 
needs  of  the  anti-war  struggle  which  must  be  placed 
in  the  center  of  the  Party’s  activities. 

The  Party’s  main  policy  for  winning  the  workers  in 
the  shops  is  to  take  the  initiative  for  the  organization 
of  the  daily  struggles  of  the  workers  against  the  em- 
ployers. On  the  basis  of  these  struggles,  and  in  the 
course  of  their  preparation,  the  party  unit  (nucleus) 
in  the  shop  must  aim  to  organize  all  workers,  regard- 
less of  their  trade  union  or  political  affiliations,  draw- 
ing in  the  working  women  and  youth  by  developing  also 
their  special  demands,  into  a shop  committee,  or  griev- 
ance committee  which,  with  the  maturing  of  strike 
struggles,  can  become  transformed  into  a strike  prep- 
aration or  strike  committee,  thus  laying  the  basis  for 
trade  union  organization  in  the  shop  and  for  winning 
the  broad  masses  of  the  workers  for  the  revolutionary 
unions  of  the  T.U.U.L.  and  for  the  revolutionary  opposi- 
tions in  the  unions  of  the  A.F.  of  L.  In  the  course  of 
these  struggles  and  activities,  the  party  members  in  the 
shops  must  systematically  recruit  the  more  advanced 
elements  into  the  Party  organizing  Party  shop  nuclei 
where  none  exist.  In  this  way  the  Party  is  enabled  to 


29 


mobilize  for  the  various  campaigns  ever  larger  numbers 
of  the  most  strategic  sections  of  the  American  proletar- 
iat, raising  its  daily  struggles  to  higher  political  levels 
and  building  the  counter-offensive  of  the  working  class. 
In  all  of  these  activities  we  must  fully  utilize  the  Party 
press  as  the  agitator  and  organizer  of  the  masses  by  dis- 
tributing and  selling  systematically  the  Party  organs, 
especially  the  Daily  Worker,  which  is  the  Party’s  central 
organ,  and  other  Party  publications,  most  particularly 
among  our  shopmates  and  among  the  workers  gen- 
erally. | 

CHAPTER  4 

Become  a Conscious  Leninist 

To  become  a good  Communist,  that  is  a competent 
organizer  and  leader  of  the  masses  against  capitalism, 
one  must  strive  to  learn  and  digest  the  theory  and  prac- 
tice of  Leninism.  The  teachings  of  Lenin  offer  the 
only  guide  to  revolutionary  action  in  the  present  epoch 
of  imperialism  and  the  proletarian  revolution.  Here 
is  how  Stalin  defines  Leninism: 

“Leninism  is  the  Marxism  of  the  epoch  of  im- 
perialism and  the  proletarian  revolution,  it  is  the 
theory  and  tactic  of  the  revolution  in  general,  and 
particularly  the  theory  and  tactic  of  the  dictator- 
ship of  the  proletariat.  Marx  and  Engels  lived  in 
a pre-revolutionary  epoch  when  imperialism  was 
still  in  an  embryonic  condition,  when  the  proletar- 
ians were  only  preparing  themselves  for  the  revo- 
lution, when  the  proletarian  revolution  was  not  yet 
a direct  practical  necessity.  Lenin,  the  disciple  of 
Marx  and  Engels,  has  lived  in  an  epoch  of  expan- 
sion of  imperialism  and  development  of  the  pro- 
letarian revolution,  in  an  epoch  when  this  revolu- 
tion, triumphant  in  one  country,  destroyed  the  bour- 
geois democracy  there  and  opened  the  era  of  pro- 
letarian democracy,  the  era  of  Soviets.  That  is 
why  Leninism  is  the  development  of  Marxism.” 

From  the  above  it  can  be  seen  how  slanderous  are  the 
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assertions  of  the  Trotskyite  counter-revolutionists  and 
the  other  renegades  that  are  trying  to  “prove”  that 
Leninism  is  purely  a Russian  phenomenon,  that  the 
teachings  of  Lenin  are  not  applicable  to  other  coun- 
tries. Even  in  our  own  midst  we  can  find  hidden 
Trotskyites  who  are  trying  to  insinuate  in  a covered 
manner  this  same  counter-revolutionary  idea.  It  was 
against  this  smuggling  of  Trotskyism  into  our  litera- 
ture, into  the  history  of  the  Bolshevik  Party,  that  Com- 
rade Stalin  came  forth  so  sharply,  like  our  true  Bolshe- 
vik leader,  in  his  now  famous  letter  to  the  Russian  Party 
periodical  Proletarian  Revolution.  Leninism  is  not 
merely  a Russian  phenomenon  but  an  international  one. 
It  is  the  philosophy  and  guide  of  the  revolutionary 
movement  against  capitalism  and  imperialism  in  all  the 
imperialist  and  colonial  countries.  That  is  why  we  must 
all  strive  to  master  the  theory  and  practice  of  Leninism. 

THEORY  AND  PRACTICE 

One  of  the  most  important  sides  of  Leninism  is  its 
conception  of  the  relation  between  theory  and  practice. 
This  relation  we  must  understand  in  order  to  guard 
against  many  dangers.  Any  separation  of  revolutionary 
theory  from  revolutionary  practice  and,  vise  versa, 
revolutionary  practice  from  revolutionary  theory,  ine- 
vitably leads  to  the  swamp  of  opportunism. 

We  must  be  on  our  guard  against  every  underestima- 
tion of  the  importance  of  revolutionary  theory.  Espe- 
cially so  in  the  United  States  where  the  influence  of 
the  capitalist  class  ideology  upon  the  working  class 
tends  to  create  within  it  a contempt  for  revolutionary 
theory.  To  fall  for  this  is  to  fall  in  the  trap  laid  for 
us  by  our  class  enemies.  At  the  same  time  we  must 
guard  against  a purely  bookish,  abstract,  academic  and 
scholastic  conception  of  revolutionary  theory.  This, 
too,  is  a reflection  of  bourgeois  ideology  upon  the  work- 
ing class. 

The  true  relation  between  revolutionary  theory  and 
revolutionary  practice  as  developed  by  Lenin,  is  stated 
by  Comrade  Stalin  in  the  following  words: 
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“The  theory  is  the  synthesis  of  the  experience  of 
the  labor  movement  of  all  countries  in  its  general 
aspect.  It  loses  its  raison  d'etre  if  it  is  not  con- 
nected with  revolutionary  practice,  just  as  practice 
wanders  off  into  darkness  if  it  does  not  light  its 
way  with  the  revolutionary  theory.  But  the  theory 
becomes  the  greatest  force  in  the  labor  movement 
if  it  is  indissolubly  bound  up  with  revolutionary 
practice,  for  it  alone  can  give  to  the  movement 
confidence,  guidance,  understanding  of  the  inner 
relations  between  events,  it  alone  can  help  to  make 
clear  the  process  and  direction  of  class  movements 
in  the  present  and  near  future.  Lenin  himself  has 
many  times  said  that  ‘ without  a revolutionary 
theory,  there  can  he  no  revolutionary  movement  * 
(What  Is  To  Be  Done?)  Hhe  understood  better 
than  anyone  else  the  extreme  importance  of  theory, 
particularly  for  a Party  like  our  on  which  descend- 
ed the  role  of  vanguard  of  the  international  pro- 
letariat and  which  had  to  work  in  a most  compli- 
cated internal  and  international  "situation.  Fore- 
seeing this  special  role  of  our  Party,  he  thought  it 
necessary,  even  in  1902,  to  recall  that  * only  a Party 
guided  by  a vanguard  theory  can  fill  the  role  of 
vanguard  fighter ” 

PRACTICAL  MASS  WORK  AND  THE  STUDY  OF  LENINIST 

THEORY 

In  actual  practice  there  arises  a certain  conflict  be- 
tween the  needs  and  requirements  of  a Party  member’s 
mass  activities  and  his  needs  for  theoretical  study.  It 
actually  takes  the  form  of  the  attitude  that  “there  is 
no  time  for  study.”  This  is  true,  if  at  all,  only  in  a 
very  limited  sense.  Time  is  no  doubt  a very  important 
element  for  a Party  member  who  is  carrying  out  con- 
scientiously his  or  her  Party  tasks  and  duties.  The 
thing  that  must  be  emphasized  in  this  connection  is  that 
theoretical  Leninist  education  is  also  a Party  task  and 
duty  for  each  individual  Party  member.  Once  this 
idea  is  thoroughly  assimilated  the  problem  resolves  it- 
self into  one  of  how  best  to  co-ordinate  and  organize 


the  carrying  out  of  all  the  important  tasks — practical 
work  and  theoretical  study. 

It  is  very  seldom  that  a Party  member  can  get  the 
opportunity  to  devote  most  of  the  time  to  theoretical 
study.  As  the  Party’s  facilities  for  the  theoretical  ed- 
ucation of  its  membership  increases,  larger  numbers 
will  be  getting  the  chance  of  benefiting  by  the  various 
full-time  training  courses  in  Party  schools,  Workers 
School,  etc.  But  even  those  will  not  be  relieved  of  the 
need  of  continuing  systematically  and  always  to  enrich 
their  theoretical  equipment.  This  means  the  carrying  on 
of  theoretical  studies  hand  in  hand  with  practical  mass 
work  and  in  the  closest  possible  contact  with  it.  For 
most  of  the  Party  members  this  is  for  the  present  the 
only  way  in  which  to  combine  the  practical  and  theo- 
retical work.  An  indispensable  requirement  for  this 
work  is  the  systematic  utilization  of  the  Party’s  theoreti- 
cal organ,  The  Communist,  and  of  the  organ  of  the  E.C. 
C.I.,  the  Communist  International. 

CHAPTER  5 

We  are  Members  of  a World  Party 

Our  Party  is  the  United  States  Section  of  the  Com- 
munist International  which  is  a world  Communist  Party 
and  each  one  of  us  is  therefore  a member  of  a world 
Party.  In  this  lies  the  greatest  hope  and  promise  of 
success  for  the  world’s  proletarian  revolution  and  all 
oppressed  and  exploited  in  their  struggle  against  capi- 
talism. 

The  following  constitutes  Paragraph  1 of  the  Con- 
stitution and  Rules  of  the  Communist  International, 
which  gives  the  character  and  aims  of  our  World  Party: 

“The  Communist  International — the  Interna- 
tional Workers’  Association — is  a union  of  Commu- 
nist Parties  in  various  countries;  it  is  a World  Com- 
munist Party.  As  the  leader  and  organizer  of  the 
world  revolutionary  movement  of  the  proletariat 
and  the  upholder  of  the  principles  and  aims  of 
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Communism,  the  Communist  International  strives 
to  win  over  the  majority  of  the  working  class  and 
the  broad  strata  of  the  propertyless  peasantry, 
fights  for  the  establishment  of  the  world  dictator- 
ship of  the  proletariat,  for  the  establishment  of  a 
World  Union  of  Socialist  Soviet  Republics,  for  the 
complete  abolition  of  classes  and  for  the  achieve- 
ment of  Socialism — the  first  stage  of  Communist 
society.” 

The  main  line  of  the  structure  of  the  Communist  In- 
ternational is  as  follows:  The  Communist  Interna- 

tional is  made  up  of  various  Communist  Parties  in  in- 
dividual countries,  or  national  sections.  The  supreme 
governing  body  of  the  Communist  International  is  the 
World  Congress  consisting  of  representatives  of  all  the 
Sections.  The  World  Congress  elects  the  Executive 
Committee  of  the  Communist  International  (E.C.C.I.) 
and  the  International  Control  Commission  (I.C.C.).  The 
decisions  of  the  E.C.C.I.  are  obligatory  for  all  the  Sec- 
tions of  the  Communist  International  and  must  be 
promptly  carried  out.  The  Sections  have  the  right  to 
appeal  against  decisions  of  the  E.C.C.I.  to  the  World 
Congress,  but  must  continue  to  carry  out  such  decisions 
pending  the  decision  of  the  World  Congress. 

International  discipline  is  of  course  a basic  principle 
in  the  organization  of  the  Communist  International. 
Without  it  no  working  class  revolutionary  International 
is  possible.  It  is  noteworthy  that  every  opportunist 
tendency  that  arises  in  our  midst  seeks  to  attack,  first 
of  all,  the  discipline  of  the  Communist  International, 
because  in  this  way,  the  revolutionary  Leninist  policy 
of  the  Communist  International  would  be  weakened  and 
opportunism  would  meet  with  less  resistance.  This  can 
be  seen  very  clearly  in  the  attacks  of  the  Trotskyite 
opposition  and  of  the  right  wing  renegades,  prior  to 
their  expulsion  from  the  Communist  International, 
upon  the  discipline  of  our  World  Party,  and  their  ad- 
vocacy of  the  right  to  organize  fractions  and  groups 
within  the  Communist  International  and  its  various  sec- 
tions. But  our  World  Communist  movement  always 
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presented  an  iron  front  against  any  such  weakening 
of  international  discipline,  fighting  for  the  Leninist 
principle  that  the  Communist  Party  is  a monolithic  and 
homogenious  body  of  revolutionary  workers  functioning 
as  the  vanguard  of  the  working  class. 

The  experience  of  our  own  Party  in  the  fight  for 
maintaining  the  discipline  of  our  World  organization 
(the  fight  against  Lovestoneism  and  Cannon-Trotsky- 
ism) demonstrates  that  the  attack  upon  the  world  dis- 
cipline of  our  movement  is  always  the  attempt  of  op- 
portunists to  make  the  first  opening  through  which  they 
would  bring  in  a whole  opportunist  ideology  and  pro- 
gram. This  was  well  illustrated  by  the  “theory”  of 
American  exceptionalism,  developed  by  the  Lovestone 
and  Cannon  renegades — a theory  which  sought  to  break 
down  the  world  discipline  of  the  Communist  Interna- 
tional in  order  to  transform  the  American  Communist 
movement  into  an  opportunist  movement.  Under  the 
leadership  of  the  Executive  Committee  of  the  Commu- 
nist International  our  Party  has  defeated  these  efforts 
of  the  opportunists  and  is  continuing  to  build  itself  as  a 
loyal  and  disciplined  member  of  the  World  Communist 
Party. 

Proletarian  internationalism  constitutes  the  very 
heart  of  our  World  Party.  It  is  also  on  this  point  that 
the  Second,  the  social  fascist  International  exposes  itself 
as  the  main  social  support  of  the  imperialists.  The  in- 
dividual parties  of  the  Second  International  are  each 
of  them  standing  in  the  service  of  their  “own”  bour- 
geoisie, and  all  of  them  taken  together  are  standing  in 
the  service  of  world  capitalism.  The  “internationalism” 
of  the  Second  International  is  of  the  same  character 
as  that  of  the  capitalist  class.  The  only  “principle”  of 
internationalism  that  unites  them  is  their  opposition  to 
the  Soviet  Union,  their  constant  plotting  for  interven- 
tion against  the  Soviet  Union,  and  their  undying  hatred 
of  the  revolutionary  movement  of  the  working  class  and 
of  the  oppressed  colonial  peoples.  In  everything  else 
they  are  narrow  chauvinistic,  and  nationalistic  in  ac- 
cord with  the  dictates  of  the  imperialist  policies  of  their 
respective  national  bourgeoisie. 
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In  the  preface  to  the  program  of  our  World  Party, 
which  was  adopted  at  the  6th  World  Congress  of  the 
Communist  International,  it  is  stated : 

“Expressing  the  historical  need  for  an  interna- 
tional organization  of  revolutionary  proletarians — 
the  grave-diggers  of  the  capitalist  order — the  Com- 
munist International  is  the  only  International  force 
that  has  for  its  programme  the  dictatorship  of  the 
proletariat  and  Communism,  and  that  openly  comes 
out  as  the  organizer  of  the  international  proletarian 
revolution” 

CHAPTER  6 

The  Chief  Strategic  Aim  of  Our  Party 

FIGHTING  TO  WIN  THE  MAJORITY  OF  THE  WORKING 

CLASS 

The  chief  strategic  aim  of  our  Party  in  the  present 
period  is  to  win  the  majority  of  the  working  class  for 
the  struggle  against  capitalism  under  our  leadership. 
This  has  been  stated  by  the  11th  Plenum  of  the  Execu- 
tive Committee  of  the  Communist  International  in  the 
following  words : 

“The  principal  task  that  now  confronts  all  the 
Communist  Parties  is  to  win  the  majority  of  the 
working  class  as  an  essential  condition  for  victory 
over  the  bourgeoisie  and  for  preparing  the  work- 
ing class  for  the  decisive  battles  for  the  dictator- 
ship of  the  proletariat.  The  successful  fulfilment 
of  this  principal  task  is  closely  linked  up  with  the 
consolidation  of  the  independent  revolutionary 
trade  union  movement,  with  the  transformation,  in 
the  process  of  mass  proletarian  movements,  of  the 
revolutionary  trade  union  oppositions  and  of  the 
independent  revolutionary  trade  unions,  into  gen- 
uinely mass  organizations  capable  indeed  of  pre- 
paring for  and  leading  the  economic  battles  of 
the  proletariat,  and  of  becoming  the  principal 
transmission  belts  between  the  Communist  Parties 
and  the  broad  masses  of  the  workers.” 
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In  the  above  excerpts  from  the  11th  Plenum  Resolu- 
tion, we  find  all  the  elements  of  our  specific  tasks  which 
we  must  carry  out  in  order  to  accomplish  our  main 
strategic  aim.  We  need  to  emphasize  especially  the 
task  of  consolidating  the  independent  revolutionary 
trade  unions,  that  is,  the  unions  of  the  Trade  Union 
Unity  League,  and  their  transformation  into  true  mass 
proletarian  unions.  Hand  in  hand  with  this  must  go 
the  building  up  of  the  revolutionary  trade  union  oppo- 
sition in  the  reformist  unions,  that  is,  chiefly  in  the 
unions  of  the  American  Federation  of  Labor.  While 
there  is  still  existing  in  our  midst  a serious  underes- 
timation of  the  importance  of  building  up  the  unions 
of  the  Trade  Union  Unity  League  — which  under- 
estimation is  the  chief  danger  in  the  present  period — 
at  the  same  time  we  are  also  suffering  from  a grave 
underestimation  of  the  needs  of  building  up  the  revolu- 
tionary oppositions  in  the  unions  of  the  American  Fede- 
ration of  Labor.  This  underestimation  usually  hides 
itself  behind  “left”  phrases,  such  as  “there  is  no  need 
to  bother  with  reactionary  unions,”  or  that  “the  mem- 
bers of  the  A.F.  of  L.  unions  are  labor  aristocrats.”  But 
this  attitude  is  just  as  opportunistic  and  contrary  to  the 
interests  of  our  movement  as  is  the  underestimation  of 
the  building  up  of  the  independent  revolutionary  unions. 
Both  must  be  combatted  with  the  utmost  energy  in  order 
to  carry  on  a successful  fight  against  the  social  fascist 
leaders,  the  betrayers  of  the  workers  and  for  the  win- 
ning of  the  majority  of  the  working  class. 

THE  IMPORTANCE  OF  TRANSMISSION  BELTS 

The  above  excerpts  from  the  11th  Plenum  resolution 
speak  of  the  independent  revolutionary  trade  unions 
and  of  the  revolutionary  trade  union  oppositions  as  “the 
principal  transmission  belts  between  the  Communist 
Parties  and  the  broad  masses  of  the  workers.”  It  is 
of  the  greatest  importance  to  have  a clear  realization 
of  the  role  of  these  transmission  belts  for  the  victory 
of  the  proletarian  revolution  as  well  as  for  the  building 
up  of  a socialist  society  after  the  capture  of  power  by 
the  proletariat. 
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In  discussing  this  question  we  are  raising  the  very 
important  question  of  the  relations  between  the  Party 
and  the  working  class.  The  Communist  Party  is  the 
class  party  of  the  proletariat.  It  is  part  and  parcel 
of  the  working  class,  embracing  in  its  ranks  the  most 
advanced,  militant,  and  conscious  elements.  This  means 
that  only  a part  of  the  working  class,  its  best,  most 
creative  and  self-sacrificing  elements  are  coming  into 
the  Party.  This  raises  the  question  of  the  relation  be- 
tween the  Party  and  the  class,  the  Party  and  the  non- 
Party  masses.  In  brief,  this  relation  can  be  stated  as 
follows:  The  Party  represents  the  class  interests  of  the 
entire  class.  It  strives  to  maintain  the  most  intimate 
and  living  contact  with  the  masses.  Such  intimate  and 
living  contact  between  the  Party  and  the  class,  which 
is  a pre-condition  for  the  success  of  the  revolution,  can 
be  best  established  and  maintained  through  the  build- 
ing up  of  wide,  formally  non-Party  mass  organizations 
that  would  embrace  the  widest  masses  of  the  working 
class,  guided  by  the  Party  through  the  Communist  frac- 
tions within  these  organizations.  Such  organizations 
are  the  trade  unions  into  which  the  widest  masses  of 
workers  find  it  necessary  to  come  in  for  the  defense  of 
their  most  elementary  interests.  While  we  are  build- 
ing independent  revolutionary  unions  under  the  Trade 
Union  Unity  League,  we  must  keep  in  mind  the  fact  that 
there  are  still  large  numbers  of  workers  within  the 
unions  of  the  American  Federation  of  Labor.  There- 
fore, our  task  on  the  trade  union  field,  the  task  of  build- 
ing up  on  that  field  of  struggle  the  necessary  transmis- 
sion belts  between  the  Party  and  the  masses,  has  two 
sides  to  it:  The  building  of  the  independent  revolution- 
ary unions  and  the  building  up  of  the  revolutionary  op- 
positions in  the  reformist  unions.  These  are  two  sides 
of  one  task  which  we  must  carry  in  order  to  fight  suc- 
cessfully for  the  winning  of  the  majority  of  the  working 
class.  The  organization  of  Communist  fractions  in  the 
unions,  revolutionary  and  reformist,  is  one  of  the  most 
important  phases  of  this  work. 

THE  STRUGGLE  AGAINST  SOCIAL  FASCISM 
The  task  of  building  up  these  transmission  belts  be- 
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tween  the  Party  and  the  masses  must  be  considered 
also  from  the  angle  of  our  struggle  against  social  fas- 
cism. In  previous  chapters  we  have  discussed  the  role 
of  social  fascism  as  the  chief  social  support  of  impe- 
rialism and  have  shown  how  the  defeat  of  social  fascist 
influence  among  the  masses  is  a prerequisite  for  the 
successful  struggle  against  capitalism.  Here  we  can 
see  that  the  building  up  of  Communist  fractions  and 
mass  revolutionary  oppositions  in  the  unions  of  the 
A.  F.  of  L.  offers  one  of  the  most  important  weapons 
for  the  successful  struggle  against  social  fascism. 

Of  course,  one  must  have  a clear  understanding  of  the 
role  and  tasks  of  revolutionary  oppositions  in  reform- 
ist unions.  Their  task  is  not  to  live  in  peace  with  the 
social  fascist  leaders  of  these  unions  but  on  the  con- 
trary, to  wage  a systematic  fight  against  them,  to  ex- 
pose their  demagogy  and  maneuvers,  to  combat  their 
betrayals  of  the  workers,  and  to  wrest  the  masses  away 
from  the  leadership  of  the  social  fascists.  And  the  most 
important  means  for  accomplishing  this  end  is  for  the 
revolutionary  oppositions  led  by  the  Communist  frac- 
tions to  undertake  the  independent  leadership  of  the 
economic  struggles  of  the  workers  regardless  of  and 
against  the  treacherous  social  fascist  leadership.  It 
is  only  in  the  measure  in  which  the  revolutionary  trade 
union  opposition  in  the  reformist  unions  undertake  to 
lead  independently  the  daily  economic  struggles  of  the 
workers  against  the  wishes  of  the  social  fascist  leaders, 
concentrating  their  work  in  the  shops  and  factories, 
that  we  will  succeed  in  breaking  the  influence  of  the  so- 
cial fascist  leadership  and  winning  the  masses  for  the 
revolutionary  leadership. 

In  speaking  of  the  importance  of  transmission  belts 
between  the  Party  and  the  masses,  we  must  remember 
that  besides  the  unions  there  are  other  non-Party  mass 
organizations,  already  existing  and  others  that  we  un- 
dertake to  organize  in  the  course  of  the  developing  coun- 
ter-offensive of  the  proletariat.  We  should  refer  here 
to  such  non-Party  mass  organizations  as  the  Interna- 
tional Labor  Defense,  the  Workers  International  Relief, 
various  organizations  in  the  struggle  for  Negro  rights, 
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etc.  Of  course  some  of  these  organizations  are  as  yet 
far  from  being  mass  organizations.  Our  task  there- 
fore consists  in  widening  them,  broadening  them  out, 
and  transforming  them  into  real  mass  movements.  Also 
in  the  course  of  developing  the  proletarian  counter- 
offensive we  are  resorting  to  the  building  up  of  various 
non-Party  mass  organs  on  a united  front  basis,  as  for 
instance,  the  building  up  of  the  Unemployed  Commit- 
tees and  Councils,  Anti-War  Committees,  etc.  Here  the 
important  thing  to  remember  is  that  the  Party  must 
build  up  and  develop  transmission  belts  between  itself 
and  the  class  following  the  tactic  of  the  united  front 
from  below  with  the  widest  masses  of  workers  on  the 
basis  of  a common  struggle  for  their  daily  and  most 
burning  needs.  All  Communists  in  such  organizations 
must  organize  themselves  into  a Party  fraction  working 
under  the  direction  of  the  respective  leading  commit- 
tees of  the  Party. 

FOR  A MASS  COMMUNIST  PARTY 

The  transformation  of  our  Party  into  a mass  Party 
of  the  proletariat,  in  the  shortest  possible  time,  is  one 
of  our  main  tasks.  In  fact,  this  is  the  main  task  be- 
cause to  accomplish  it,  the  Party  must  carry  on  a suc- 
cessful struggle  for  the  winning  of  the  majority  of  the 
working  class.  This  means  the  widest  activities  for  the 
organization  of  the  daily  fight  of  the  masses  against 
the  capitalist  offensive  and  for  the  development  of  the 
proletarian  counter-offensive.  This  means  the  build- 
ing up  of  powerful  transmission  belts  between  the  Party 
and  the  class,  especially  the  building  up  of  the  revo- 
lutionary unions  and  revolutionary  oppositions  in  the 
reformist  unions  and  the  organizations  of  the  unem- 
ployed, always  remembering  that  the  working  women 
and  youth  constitute  one  of  the  most  important  parts  of 
the  proletariat.  In  other  words,  the  Party  can  build 
itself  into  a mass  Party  only  by  building  up  the  fight- 
ing power  of  the  proletariat  and  its  non-Party  mass  or- 
ganizations. Consequently,  the  task  of  transforming 
our  Party  in  the  shortest  possible  time  into  a mass  Com- 
munist Party  includes  all  the  other  tasks  and  in  this 


40 


sense  it  is  the  most  important  and  all-inclusive  task  of 
our  Party. 

The  13th  Plenum  of  the  Central  Committee  of  our 
Party  has  formulated  the  concrete  measures  which  we 
must  take  in  order  to  fight  effectively  for  the  trans- 
formation of  our  Party  into  a mass  Communist  Party. 
Concretizing  the  decisions  of  the  11th  Plenum  of  the 
E.  C.  C.  I.  and  applying  them  to  the  specific  conditions 
in  the  United  States,  the  Plenum  of  our  Central  Com- 
mittee issued  a number  of  slogans  with  which  to  mob- 
ilize the  Party  and  the  workers  for  the  development  of 
the  proletarian  counter-offensive.  Chief  of  these  slo- 
gans is  the  slogan  of  “Face  to  the  Shops.”  In  accord- 
ance with  the  general  line  of  the  Communist  Interna- 
tional for  the  present  period,  our  Central  Committee 
undertook  to  direct  the  attention  of  the  Party  and  the 
workers  that  follow  the  Party’s  leadership  to  the  vital 
importance  of  building  up  the  strength  of  the  revolu- 
tionary workers  in  the  shops  and  factories.  This  is 
where  the  power  of  the  working  class  counts  most.  This 
is  the  place  where  the  Party  and  the  revolutionary 
unions,  as  well  as  the  revolutionary  oppositions  in  the 
reformist  unions  must  root  themselves  in  order  to  be 
able  to  promote  effectively  the  organization  of  the  pro- 
letarian counter-offensive.  Consequently,  the  task  of 
transforming  our  Party  into  the  mass  Party  of  the 
American  proletariat  must  be  carried  out  primarily 
by  building  our  strength  in  the  shops  and  factories 
without  weakening  in  any  way  our  work  among  the  un- 
employed. 

The  fulfilment  of  this  task  also  involves  the  giving  of 
systematic  assistance  and  guidance  to  the  Young  Com- 
munist League,  the  Party’s  assistant  in  the  fight  for 
Socialism,  and  the  building  up  of  the  Y.  C.  L.  into  a 
mass  organization  of  the  American  working  class  and 
toiling  youth.  Every  Party  unit,  and  every  Party  mem- 
ber must  help  the  Y.  C.  L.  carry  out  this  basic  task. 

CHAPTER  7 

The  Main  Lines  of  Struggle 

The  11th  Plenum  of  the  E.  C.  C.  I.  has  formulated  the 
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following  main  lines  along  which  we  must  conduct  the 
struggle  to  win  the  majority  of  the  working  class. 

THREE  LINES  OF  STRUGGLE 

1.  The  fight  against  the  capitalist  offensive  and  the 
organization  of  a broad  counter-offensive  of  the  pro- 
letariat. This  includes  chiefly  the  fight  against  wage 
cuts,  for  wage  increases,  against  lay  offs,  for  the  7-hour 
day  without  reduction  in  pay,  for  social  insurance  at 
the  expense  of  the  employers  and  the  state,  for  unem- 
ployment insurance,  for  immediate  relief  to  the  un- 
employed, etc. 

2.  The  fight  against  the  bourgeois  dictatorship  in 
all  its  forms.  This  includes  the  struggle  against  the 
terror  of  the  bosses  and  police,  for  the  freedom  of  revo- 
lutionary workers’  organizations,  free  press,  free 
speech,  the  right  of  assembly,  for  the  immediate  dis- 
solution of  all /fascist  organizations  and  armed  com- 
pany bands,  for  disarming  the  latter,  and  the  arming  of 
the  workers  against  fascist  attacks,  against  imperialist 
terror  in  the  colonies,  the  propaganda  and  organiza- 
tional preparation  and  the  carrying  through  of  mass 
political  strikes  as  a means  of  struggle  of  the  working 
class  against  the  political  reaction  of  the  bourgeois  dic- 
tatorship in  all  its  forms,  the  organization  of  mass 
self-defense  corps  on  a factory  basis,  etc. 

3.  The  fight  against  the  imperialist  war  and  military 
intervention  against  the  Soviet  Union.  This  includes 
the  exposure  of  the  preparations  for  military  interven- 
tion by  the  imperialist  governments,  the  fight  against 
the  imperialist  robber  war  on  China,  for  the  defense 
of  China,  the  Chinese  Revolution  and  the  Soviet  Union. 

WINNING  THE  MASSES  OF  EXPLOITED  FARMERS 

For  the  purpose  of  winning  the  masses  of  small  and 
exploited  farmers,  and  of  strengthening  the  leading 
role  of  the  proletariat  in  the  agricultural  districts,  our 
Party  must  render  all  possible  support  to  the  struggles 
of  'these  masses  against  their  exploiters.  Our  Party 
must  lead  and  organize  the  struggle  of  the  toiling  farm- 
ers against  the  burden  of  taxation,  against  forced  labor 
(especially  in  the  South),  for  the  reduction  of  rent  and 
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abolition  of  indebtedness,  linking  up  these  movements 
with  the  struggle  against  the  landlords,  for  the  confisca- 
tion of  the  large  landlord  estates  without  compensa- 
tion, against  the  rule  of  the  capitalist  class — for  a Sov- 
iet government. 

THE  ANTI-WAR  STRUGGLE  MUST  BE  PLACED  IN  THE 
CENTER  OF  THE  PARTY’S  ACTIVITY 

The  fight  against  the  imperialist  robber  war  on  China 
and  for  the  defense  of  the  Chinese  Revolution  and  of 
the  Soviet  Union  constitutes  at  the  present  time  the 
center  of  the  Party’s  activity.  The  Japanese  offensive 
in  China,  the  seizure  of  Manchuria  and  the  penetration 
of  the  Japanese  forces  into  Central  China,  create  the 
immediate  danger  of  imperialist  war  against  the  Sov- 
iet Union,  at  the  same  time  sharpening  all  the  impe- 
rialist antagonisms  and  increasing  manyfold  the  danger 
of  a new  imperialist  world  war,  which  is  becoming  one 
of  the  most  important  roads  by  which  world  imperia- 
lism is  seeking  a capitalist  way  out  of  the  crisis.  This 
is  the  greatest  danger  confronting  the  world’s  pro- 
letariat and  the  oppressed  toiling  masses  at  the  present 
time.  Consequently  the  struggle  against  the  imperia- 
list war  on  China,  against  the  partition  of  China  and 
for  the  defense  of  the  Chinese  Revolution  and  of  the 
Soviet  Union  is  the  central  task  of  the  Party,  with 
which  the  other  main  lines  of  struggle  must  be  inti- 
mately linked  up. 

The  11th  Plenum  of  the  E.  C.  C.  I.  has  made  it  the 
duty  of  every  individual  Communist  to  expose  the  so- 
cial-fascists as  agents  of  the  imperialist  bourgeoisie  in 
the  preparations  for  military  intervention  against  the 
Soviet  Union,  to  expose  their  false  pacifism  as  an  or- 
ganic and  integral  part  of  these  war  preparations,  and 
to  win  the  masses  away  from  the  social-fascists  for  the 
anti-war  struggles  under  the  leadership  of  the  Commu- 
nist Party. 

DEVELOPING  THE  DAILY  STRUGGLES  OF  THE  WORKERS 

There  exists  a grave  underestimation  of  the  impor- 
tance of  organizing  and  leading  the  daily  struggles  of  the 
workers  for  their  “small”  grievances  and  immediate  de- 
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mands.  Some  comrades  think  that  the  attitude  of 
minimizing  the  importance  of  such  struggles  is  a sign 
of  being  a good  proletarian  revolutionist.  Nothing  is 
further  from  the  truth.  Behind  this  unwillingness  and 
hesitation  to  organize  the  daily  fight  of  the  workers, 
especially  in  the  shops  and  factories,  for  the  rectifica- 
tion of  their  grievances  and  for  their  economic  de- 
mands, there  usually  lurks  either  plain  right  oppor- 
tunist passivity,  if  not  cowardice,  or  a narrow  sectarian 
conception  of  the  tasks  of  the  Communist  Party,  which 
conception  is  also  opportunist  although  it  covers  itself 
with  “left”  phrases. 

The  truth  is  that  the  organization  and  leadership  of 
these  daily  struggles  of  the  workers,  even  for  their 
smallest  demands,  is  one  of  the  most  important  tasks 
of  the  Communists  and  the  Communist  Party.  It  is 
only  through  the  fulfilment  of  this  task  that  we  will 
be  able  to  develop  the  proletarian  counter-offensive, 
building  up  in  the  process  the  revolutionary  unions  and 
the  other  transmission  belts,  transforming  our  Party 
into  a mass  Party  and  winning  the  majority  of  the 
working  class.  This  task  of  developing  the  daily  strug- 
gles of  the  workers  is  the  very  essence  of  the  united 
front  policy  from  below  and  this  policy  is  the  most 
powerful  weapon  in  our  hands  for  the  fulfilment  of  the 
main  aims  of  our  movement  in  the  present  period.  The 
11th  Plenum  of  the  Communist  International  concludes 
its  general  political  resolution  with  the  following 
words : 

“Only  by  conducting  persistent  systematic  and 
everyday  struggle,  only  by  really  fighting  for  the 
everyday  interests  of  the  workers  and  utilizing  even 
the  slightest  signs  of  protest  of  the  masses  of  the 
workers,  against  exploitation  and  fascist  reaction, 
will  the  Communist  Parties,  be  able  to  achieve  the 
broad  united  front  from  below,  defeat  social  dem- 
ocracy, create  mass  revolutionary  trade  unions,  or 
revolutionary  trade  union  oppositions,  win  the 
majority  of  the  working  class  and  lead  the  work- 
ing class  to  the  decisive  battle  for  the  dictatorship 
of  the  proletariat.” 
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CHAPTER  8 

The  Struggle  Against  Deviations  from  the  Leninist  Line 

BOLSHEVIK  INTOLERANCE  TO  OPPORTUNISM  AND 
OPPORTUNIST  DEVIATIONS 

Bolshevism  is  highly  intolerant  towards  opportunism 
and  opportunist  deviations  because  opportunism  in  the 
labor  movement  constitutes  the  influence  of  the  capi- 
talist ideology  upon  the  working  class.  To  be  tolerant 
to  opportunism  means  to  be  tolerant  to  capitalist  ideol- 
ogy which  is  the  same  thing  as  toleration  of  the  capi- 
talist dictatorship  and  the  abandonment  of  the  strug- 
gle against  it.  It  is  an  established  historic  fact  that 
Bolshevism  became  what  it  is,  the  guide  of  the  world 
revolutionary  movement  and  the  builder  of  Socialism  in 
the  Soviet  Union,  because  of  the  merciless  and  highly 
intolerant  struggle  against  opportunism  — right  and 
“left” — of  all  shades  and  varieties.  Stalin  puts  it  this 
way: 

“Leninism  arose,  grew,  and  became  strong  in  a 
relentless  struggle  against  opportunism  of  every 
shade,  including  centrism  in  the  west  (Kautsky) 
and  centrism  among  us  (Trotsky  and  others).” 

It  is  noteworthy  that  one  of  the  commonest  forms  of 
opportunist  attacks  upon  Communism  is  the  attack 
upon  its  so-called  “narrowness,”  “dogmatism,”  “inflex- 
ibility.” By  this  the  opportunists  mean  the  Bolshevik 
intolerance  of  bourgeois  and  petty-bourgeois  ideology 
since  nothing  is  more  alien  to  Leninism  than  sectarian 
narrowness  and  dogmatism.  Leninism  possesses  all  the 
width  and  flexibility  that  the  Communist  vanguard  re- 
quires for  the  winning  of  the  masses  to  struggle  against 
the  capitalist  dictatorship  and  for  the  establishment  and 
victory  of  the  dictatorship  of  the  proletariat.  And  be- 
cause of  this  fact,  Leninism  also  has  all  the  iron  inflexi- 
bility and  intolerance  towards  the  carriers  of  bourgeois 
ideology  into  the  working  class.  This  ideology  Leninism 
considers  deadly  for  the  development  of  the  revolution- 
ary working  class  movement  and  consequently  wages 
an  incessant  fight  against  opportunism. 
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Already  at  its  very  inception  Bolshevism  has  made 
the  struggle  against  opportunism  and  against  the  toler- 
ant and  conciliatory  attitude  towards  opportunism,  not 
only  in  Russia,  but  in  the  entire  world  labor  movement, 
one  of  the  central  tasks  of  a proletarian  Marxian  revo- 
lutionist. The  need  for  such  a struggle  Lenin  has  ex- 
pressed as  far  back  as  1902,  in  his  famous  pamphlet 
“What  Is  to  Be  Done?”  in  the  following  words: 

"We  are  marching  as  a small  group,  holding  each 
other  firmly  by  the  hand,  along  steep  and  precip- 
itous paths.  We  are  surrounded  on  all  sides  by 
enemies  and  must  march  nearly  always  under  their 
fire.  We  have  united  in  accordance  with  a freely 
adopted  decision,  namely,  to  fight  against  the  enemy 
and  not  to  land  in  the  neighboring  swamp,  the  in- 
habitants of  which  have  calumniated  us  right  from 
the  first  because  we  have  united  in  a special  group 
and  have  chosen  the  way  of  struggle  instead  of  the 
way  of  conciliation.  And  now  look:  many  of  us 
are  beginning  to  cry : come  into  the  swamp ! If 
one  teaches  them  better  they  reply : What  backward 
people  you  are!  You  are  not  ashamed  to  deny  us 
the  freedom  to  call  you  to  a better  way ! — Oh,  yes, 
gentlemen,  you  have  the  freedom  to  go  wherever 
you  want  to,  even  into  the  swamp ; in  fact  we  find 
that  the  proper  place  for  you  is  in  the  swamp.  We 
are  even  prepared  to  help  you  to  settle  in  it.  But 
let  go  of  our  hands.  Don’t  cling  to  us  and  do  not 
sully  the  great  word  ‘freedom,”  for  we  are  like- 
wise free  to  go  where  we  want  to  go;  free  not  to 
go  into  the  swamp  but  to  fight  against  those  who 
return  to  the  swamp !” 

This  is  how  Lenin  was  initiating  the  struggle  against 
opportunism  at  the  birth  of  the  Bolshevik  Party.  It  is 
in  the  same  spirit  that  the  Communists  everywhere 
must  combat  opportunism  and  opportunist  deviations. 

THE  STRUGGLE  ON  TWO  FRONTS 

The  fight  of  Leninism  against  opportunism  and  op- 
portunist deviations  is  a fight  on  two  fronts — against 
the  right  opportunism  and  against  the  “left”  opportu- 
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nism,  exposing  and  combatting  all  conciliation  with  and 
tolerance  of  opportunist  deviations.  At  various  times 
opportunist  deviations  in  our  midst  appear  in  different 
forms,  taking  on  different  practical  manifestations,  but 
at  all  times  it  remains  the  reflection  of  the  bourgeois 
and  reformist  ideology  upon  the  working  class. 

The  14th  Plenum  of  our  Central  Committee  has 
stated  that  sectarianism  “constitutes  the  chief  obstacle 
in  the  revolutionary  mass  work  of  the  Party,”  that  the 
“strong  sectarian  tendencies  in  the  entire  work  of  the 
Party,  as  well  as  in  the  mass  organizations,  are  based 
on  a deeply  rooted  formalism.”  In  order  to  overcome 
the  sectarian  tendencies,  the  Plenum  declared  that  “the 
Party  must  carry  on  a consistent  struggle  against  right 
opportunism  as  the  main  danger  as  well  as  against  op- 
portunism covered  with  “left”  phrases.” 

The  right  opportunism  at  the  present  time  manifests 
itself  in  an  underestimation  of  the  revolutionary  up- 
surge, in  passivity,  in  hesitation  and  outright  unwilling- 
ness to  place  the  Party  at  the  head  of  the  masses  for 
the  development  of  the  proletarian  counter-offensive, 
and  in  underestimation  of  the  vital  importance  of  build- 
ing the  Party  in  the  shops  and  factories,  white  chauvi- 
nism, and  in  similar  tendencies.  The  “left”  opportun- 
ism expresses  itself  mainly  in  the  underestimation  of 
the  importance  of  organizing  the  masses  for  their  daily 
struggles,  especially  the  economic  demands,  unwilling- 
ness to  carry  on  revolutionary  work  in  the  reformist 
unions,  the  tendency  to  skip  over  the  immediate  practi- 
cal tasks  of  the  Party  because  bigger  tasks  confront  us 
in  the  perspective,  and  a general  narrow,  sectarian  at- 
titude to  the  masses  and  to  the  Party’s  tasks  among  the 
masses.  A most  harmful  opportunist  tendency  is  the 
tendency  towards  a mechanical  and  bureaucratic  treat- 
ment of  the  Party’s  work,  a tendency  which  is  common 
to  both  the  right  and  “left”  deviations. 

These  deviations  express  themselves  in  questions  of 
theory  and  policy  as  well  as  in  the  daily  practical  work. 

The  Party  is  waging  a systematic  fight  against  the 
opportunist  deviations  in  practice  as  well  as  in  theory. 
It  is  especially  important  to  follow  up  and  expose  the 
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manifestations  of  opportunism  in  our  midst  in  the  daily 
practical  work  because  it  is  there  that  opportunist  devia- 
tions— right  and  “left” — will  make  their  appearance 
some  time  without  the  comrade  responsible  for  the  de- 
viation being  fully  conscious  of  its  meaning. 

Under  the  leadership  of  the  Communist  International 
the  Party  has  waged  a successful  struggle  against  op- 
portunism on  two  fronts.  This  is  how  it  succeeded  in 
defeating  and  freeing  the  Party  from  the  right  Love- 
stone  opportunists  and  from  the  Cannon-Trotskyite  op- 
portunists, both  of  whom  find  themselves  at  the  present 
time  in  the  camp  of  the  enemy. 

But  the  successful  fight  against  opportunist  devia- 
tions requires  on  the  part  of  every  Party  member  the 
utmost  alertness,  intolerance,  and  irreconcilability  to- 
wards opportunist  deviations,  especially  against  sectar- 
ianism and  formalism.  We  observe  however,  among 
certain  Party  members,  a tendency  to  be  easy  going, 
tolerant  and  conciliatory  towards  opportunist  devia- 
tions. This  is  a dangerous  attitude  which  is  very  harmful 
to  the  interests  of  the  working  class  and  to  the  growth 
of  our  Party.  It  is  this  attitude  that  Comrade  Stalin 
attacked  so  sharply,  branding  it  as  “rotten  liberalism” 
and  calling  upon  every  communist  to  demonstrate  in 
practice  in  his  everyday  revolutionary  work  true  Bolshe- 
vik intolerance  of  and  irreconcilability  with  all  oppor- 
tunist deviations  from  the  Leninist  line. 
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Marxist  Study  Courses 

For  individual  study  or  class  work 

Political  Economy 

Complete  with  question s and  answers.  Covers  the  Marxist 
theory  of  value,  essence  and  m?thods  of  capitalist  exploitation, 
division  of  surplus  value,  the  causes  and  consequences  of  crises, 
imperialism  as  the  higher  stage  of  capitalism,  critique  of  social- 
democratic  theories  concerning  imperialism  and  democracy. 

12  lessons . First  lesson  notv  ready . Price  15c  each 

History  of  the  Working  Class 

Treats  the  working-class  movement  against  the  background 
of  the  origin  and  development  of  the  main  centers  of  bour- 
geois and  imperialist  power.  The  economic  and  political  history 
of  France,  England,  Germany  and  Russia,  with  special  reference 
to  the  United  States  and  the  colonies  of  the  East. 

12  lessons.  First  4 lessons  now  ready.  Price  15c  each 

MARXIST-LENINIST  PERIODICALS 

THE  COMMUNIST 

Monthly  Organ  of  the  Communist  Party  on  the  Theory  and 
Practice  of  Marxism-Leninism. 

Per  copy  20c  Per  year  $2 

THE  COMMUNIST  INTERNATIONAL 

Semi-Monthly  Organ  of  the  Communist  International.  A review 
and  the  lessons  of  the  current  experiences  and  struggles  of  the 
working  class  and  colonial  masses  the  world  over. 

Per  copy  10c  Per  year  $2 
Order  from: 

WORKERS  LIBRARY  PUBLISHERS 

P.  O.  Box  148,  Station  D,  New  York  City 


LITERATURE 

Every  member  of  the  Communist  Party  and  every 
revolutionary  worker  should  READ,  STUDY,  and 
DISTRIBUTE  among  his  or  her  fellow  workers  the 
literature  of  the  revolutionary  movement. 

The  Little  Lenin  Library 

These  pamphlets  give  a basic  understanding  of  the 
principles  of  the  revolutionary  working  class  move- 
ment and  the  lessons  of  past  struggles  of  the  work- 
ers the  world  over. 


THE  TEACHINGS  OF  KARL  MARX  15  Cents 

THE  WAR  AND  THE  SECOND  INTERNATIONAL.  . 20  Cents 

SOCIALISM  AND  WAR  15  Cents 

WHAT  IS  TO  BE  DONE?  50  Cents 

THE  PARIS  COMMUNE  20  Cents 

THE  REVOLUTION  OF  1905  20  Cents 

RELIGION  20  Cents 


International  Pamphlets 

These  pamphlets,  selected  from  the  International 
Pamphlets  series,  are  full  of  facts  with  which  every 
worker  should  be  armed  in  his  day-to-day  work. 

PROFITS  AND  WAGES,  by  Anna  Rochester . Employers*  in- 
comes and  workers*  earnings  before  and  during  the  crisis  ..10c 
SOCIAL  INSURANCE,  by  Grace  Burnham.  Presents  a fighting 

program  for  full  social  insurance  in  the  United  States 10c 

THE  FRAME-UP  SYSTEM,  by  Vern  Smith.  Famous  labor  cases 

and  the  development  of  the  frame-up  10c 

SPYING  ON  WORKERS,  by  Robert  W.  Dunn.  The  labor  spy 

and  how  he  works 10c 

THE  AMERICAN  NEGRO,  by  J.  S.  Allen.  Conditions  of  the 
Negro  farmer  and  worker 10c 

Order  from: 

WORKERS  LIBRARY  PUBLISHERS 

P.  O.  Box  148,  Station  D,  New  York  City 
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FROM  LEFT  SOCIALISM  TO  COMMUNISM 

By  ALEX  BITTELMAN 

^T^HE  formative  period  in  the  history  of  our  Party  appears  as  a 
development  from  Left  Socialism  to  Communism.  The  essence 
of  this  development  consisted  in  this,  that  the  Left  Wing  of 
the  Socialist  Party  (1918-1919)  was  gradually  freeing  itself  from 
vacillation  between  reformism  and  ultra-left  radicalism  by  means 
of  an  ever-closer  approach  to  the  positions  of  Marxism-Leninism. 
The  Left  Wing  of  1918,  the  organizer  of  our  Party,  was< 
( very  definitely  opposed  to  the  reformist  leaders  of  the  Socialist 
Party  and  of  the  American  Federation  of  Labor  and  was  con- 
sciously organizing  for  a complete  organizational  break  with  the 
\ opportunists  in  the  Socialist  movement.  Furthermore,  the  Left 
Wing  of  1918,  unlike  the  previous  left  currents  in  the  American 
labor  movement,  took  issue  with  the  reformists  on  all  the  basic 
problems  of  the  class  struggle  of  the  present  epoch,  chief  of 
which  was  the  problem  of  the  Dictatorship  of  the  Proletariat. 
And  in  this  the  Left  Wing  of  1918  was  consciously  following — 
or,  rather,  was  trying  to  follow — the  lead  of  Lenin  and  the  Bol- 
sheviks. It  is  this  central  fact  that  determines  the  historic  role 
of  the  Left  Wing  of  1918  as  the  bridge  for  the  class  conscious 
workers  of  the  United  States  from  vague  left  Socialism  and  gen- 
eral proletarian  militancy  to  the  definite  and  solid  foundations 
of  Leninism. 

However,  when  it  came  to  the  concrete  application  of  the 
fundamental  principles  of  Leninism  to  the  class  struggle  as  it 
developed  from  day  to  day,  the  Left  Wing  manifested  great 
vacillations  between  reformism  and  ultra-left  radicalism.  Also 
there  was  a strong  current  of  sectarianism  running  through  its 
policies  and  tactics.  These  weaknesses  of  the  Left  Wing  were 
somewhat  similar  to  the  weaknesses  of  the  first  Marxian  groups 
in  the  United  States.  Of  these  latter,  Engels  wrote  in  1886  that 
they  "have  not  been  able  to  use  their  theory  as  a lever  to  set 
the  American  masses  in  motion.  To  a great  extent  they  do  not 


understand  the  theory  themselves  and  treat  it  in  a doctrinaire 
and  dogmatic  fashion  as  if  it  were  something  which  must  be 
committed  to  memory  and  which  then  suffices  for  all  purposes 
without  further  ado.  For  them  it  is  a credo,  not  a guide  for 
action.”  It  must  be  added,  however,  that  the  Left  Wing  of 
1918,  having  arisen  in  the  epoch  of  the  general  crisis  of  world 
capitalism  and  of  the  proletarian  revolution,  was  bound  to  out- 
live its  weaknesses  much  sooner  and  to  find  its  way  to  the  Amer- 
ican masses  much  more 
rst  Marxian  groups. 

From  the  foregoing  it  will  not  be  correct  to  assume  that  the 
nly  element  that  went  into  the  making  of  the  Communist  Party 
f the  United  States  was  the  Left  Wing  of  the  Socialist  Party. 
As  a matter  of  fact,  there  were  many  more  left  and  militant 
elements,  such  as  came  from  the  Socialist  Labor  Party,  the 
American  Federation  of  Labor,  the  Industrial  Workers  of  the 
World,  etc.  Generally,  therefore,  our  Party  springs  from  the  left 
and  militant  elements  in  the  labor  movement  as  a whole.  More- 
over, in  the  period  that  followed  the  organization  of  our  Party 
in  1919,  it  was  through  the  left  wing  in  the  trade  unions,  headed 
by  Foster,  that  the  Communist  movement  began  to  derive  its 
main  strength  and  influence.  But  in  the  formative  period  (1918- 
1919),  the  basic  left  group  which  organized  our  Party  was  the 
Left  Wing  of  the  Socialist  Party,  the  outstanding  representative 
of  which  was  Ruthenberg. 

The  Issues  of  Struggle 

The  social-fascist  historians  of  the  American  labor  move- 
ment (James  Oneal  & Co.),  maintain  that  the  issue  between  the 
official  leaders  of  the  Socialist  Party  and  the  Left  Wing  of  1918 
was  Socialism  versus  Anarchism.  Nothing  is  further  from  the 
truth.  As  we  shall  see,  the  central  issue  was  the  Dictatorship  of 
the  Proletariat,  that  is,  revolutionary  Marxian  Socialism  versus 
reformism.  And  only  hopeless  philistines  and  outright  flunkeys  of 
capitalist  rule  can  confuse  the  adherents  of'  the  Dictatorship  of 
the  Proletariat  with  Anarchism.  Oneal’s  method  in  "proving” 


easily  than  had  been  the  case  with  the 
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this  point  is  quite  simple.  He  takes  all  the  elements  in  the 
American  labor  movement  of  the  past  who  advocated  militant 
methods  of  struggle  and  direct  mass  action  and  dubs  them  Anar- 
chist; then  he  discovers  that  the  Left  Wing  of  1918  also  advo- 
cated militant  class  struggle  and  mass  action;  hence,  the  Left 
Wing  derives  from  Anarchism. 

It  is  not  the  purpose  of  this  article  to  trace  the  development 
of  the  Communist  movement  in  the  United  States  back  to  the 
labor  movement  of  the  pre-imperialist  era.  But  that  much  can 
be  seen  without  much  argument,  that  the  struggle  between  Marx- 
ism and  Anarchism  (Bakounin  & Co.)  in  the  United  States; 
during  the  period  of  the  First  International  was  not  a strugglei 
between  the  opponents  of  "force”  in  the  class  struggle  and  it? 
adherents,  as  Oneal  tries  to  make  it  out.  Marx  and  Engels  were 
no  pacifists,  and  their  struggle  against  Anarchism  was  not  because 
of  its  "violence”  but  because  it  represented  the  ideology  of  the 
petty-bourgeoisie  and  not  of  the  working  class.  The  historic 
mass  struggles  and  street  battles  of  the  American  proletariat 
in  1877,  which  the  present-day  social-fascist  bemoans  as  an  un- 
fortunate episode  that  seemed  to  strengthen  the  "force  tenden- 
cies” in  the  labor  movement,  Marx  greeted  as  the  "first  explosion 
against  the  associated  oligarchy  of  capital  which  has  arisen  since 
the  civil  war”.  And  while  he  foresaw  that  the  movement  would 
be  suppressed,  Marx  pointed  out  that  it  "can  very  well  form  the 
point  of  origin  of  an  earnest  workers’  party”  (Letter  to  Engels, 
July  25,  1877). 

The  Communist  movement  of  the  United  States  is  undoubt- 
edly absorbing  and  assimilating  all  the  militant  and  revolutionary 
traditions  of  the  American  working  class.  Following  in  the  foot- 
steps of  Lenin,  who  restored  the  revolutionary  essence  of  Marx- 
ism, developing  it  further  in  the  era  of  imperialism,  the  American 
Communists  unquestionably  seek  to  revive  these  traditions,  rais- 
ing them  to  the  present  higher  stage  of  preparation  for  the 
struggle  for  power.  But  it  is  just  as  unquestionable  that  the 
social-fascists  of  today  are  the  direct  descendants  of  those  petty- 
bourgeois  elements  who  throughout  the  history  of  the  American 
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labor  movement  in  the  imperialist  era  had  tried  to  keep  the 
working  class  chained  to  the  chariot  of  the  capitalist  class,  ham- 
pering and  retarding  its  growth  into  an  independent  political 
force. 

From  its  very  inception  the  Left  Wing  of  1918  was  conscious 
of  the  fact  that  its  differences  with  the  official  leadership  (Right 
Wing  and  Centrist)  were  of  a fundamental  character.  "Many 
see  in  this  internal  dissension  merely  an  unimportant  difference 
of  opinion  or,  at  most,  dissatisfaction  with  the  control  of  the 
party  and  the  desire  to  replace  those  who  have  misused  it  with 
better  men.  We,  however,  maintain  that  there  is  a fundamental 
distinction  in  views  concerning  party  policies  and  tactics.  And  we 
believe  that  this  difference  is  so  vast  that  from  our  standpoint 
a radical  change  in  party  policies  and  tactics  is  necessary.”  (From 
the  Manifesto  and  Program  of  the  Left  Wing  Section  Socialist 
Party,  Local  Greater  New  York.) 

In  accord  with  this  conception,  the  Left  Wing  brought  to  the 
forefront  the  basic  question  of  the  present  epoch — the  question 
of  the  attitude  of  the  proletariat  to  the  capitalist  state  and  the 
struggle  for  the  Dictatorship  of  the  Proletariat.  The  Left  Wing 
maintained  that  official  Socialism  ("dominant  moderate  social- 
ism”) "accepted  the  bourgeois  state”  and  "strengthened  that 
state”;  the  Socialist  leaders  had  "lost  sight  of  Socialism’s  original 
purpose,  their  goal  became  'constructive  reforms’  and  cabinet 
portfolios — the  cooperation  of  classes”.  Moreover,  the  Socialist 
leaders  were  ready  to  "share  responsibility  with  the  bourgeoisie 
in  the  control  of  the  capitalist  state  even  to  the  extent  of  de- 
fending the  bourgeoisie  against  the  working  class”  (Left  Wing 
Manifesto) . 

And  what  was  the  position  of  the  Left  Wing  on  the  ques- 
tion of  the  capitalist  state?  Says  the  Manifesto:  "Marx  declared 
that  'the  working  class  cannot  simply  lay  hold  of  the  ready- 
made state  machinery  and  wield  it  for  its  own  purposes’.  This 
machinery  must  be  destroyed.  . . . The  attitude  towards  the  state 
divides  the  Anarchist  (anarcho-syndicalist) , the  'moderate  social- 
ist’ and  the  revolutionary  socialist.  Eager  to  abolish  the  state 
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(which  is  the  ultimate  purpose  of  revolutionary  socialism),  the 
Anarchist  and  anarcho-syndicalist  fail  to  realize  that  a state  is 
necessary  in  the  transition  period  from  Capitalism  to  Socialism; 
the  'moderate  socialist’  proposes  to  use  the  bourgeois  state  with 
its  fraudulent  democracy,  its  illusory  theory  of  the  'unity  of 
all  classes’,  its  standing  army,  police,  and  bureaucracy  oppressing 
and  baffling  the  masses;  the  revolutionary  socialist  maintains  that 
the  bourgeois  state  must  be  completely  destroyed  and  proposes 
the  organization  of  a new  state — the  state  of  the  organized  pro- 
ducers— of  the  Federated  Soviets — on  the  basis  of  which  alone 
can  socialism  be  introduced.”  And  this  is  the  position  which  Hill- 
quit,  Oneal  & Co.  had  met  with  the  charge  of  Anarchism  and 
anarcho-syndicalism! 

It  is  dbvious  that  in  formulating  its  views  on  the  question  of 
the  capitalist  state,  the  Left  Wing  was  trying  to  follow  Lenin 
(the  Bolsheviks),  many  of  whose  writings — as  The  State  and 
Revolution — were  already  available  at  that  time  in  the  United 
States.  But  it  is  just  as  obvious,  from  the  Left  Wing  Manifesto 
as  a whole,  that  many  leading  Leninist  ideas  escaped  the  Left 
Wing  altogether  while  others  were  insufficiently  understood.  Thus 
the  Manifesto  throughout  speaks  of  "moderate”  Socialism  as  the 
exponent  of  opportunism  in  the  parties  of  the  Second  Interna- 
tional without  a differentiated  and  close  analysis  of  the  various 
shades  and  forms  of  opportunism.  This  was  especially  necessary 
at  that  time,  as  Lenin  repeatedly  insisted,  because  the  most  dan- 
gerous variety  of  opportunism  was  then  the  Centrist  group 
(Kautsky,  Trotzky,  Hillquit  to  a certain  extent,  etc.).  Failing 
to  expose  the  nature  of  Centrism  as  hidden  opportunism  and 
the  most  effective  cover  for  the  open  betrayals  of  the  social- 
chauvinists,  the  Left  Wing  Manifesto  disarmed  itself  to  a con- 
siderable extent  in  the  struggle  against  the  opportunist  leader- 
ship of  the  Socialist  Party  of  America,  which,  under  the  guidance 
of  Hillquit,  occupied  a position  of  Right  Centrism  rather  than 
of  open  social-chauvinism;  or,  more  precisely,  it  was  maneuvering 
between  social-chauvinism  and  Centrism.  It  was  partly  for  this 
reason  that  the  weakest  part  of  the  Manifesto  is  the  one  that 
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deals  with  the  nature  of  "moderate”  Socialism  in  the  United 
States.  This  very  serious  error  was  only  partly  rectified  in  the 
agitation  of  the  Left  Wing  press,  with  the  result  that  the  Hill- 
quit  leadership  was  able,  more  or  less  easily,  to  carry  on  "left” 
maneuvers  (willingness  to  join  the  Communist  International  on 
certain  conditions)  even  after  the  formation  of  the  Communist 
Party. 

Nor  does  the  Manifesto  analyze  the  economic  and  class  basis 
of  opportunism,  namely,  the  corruption  of  the  labor  bureaucracy 
and  aristocracy  by  imperialism.  There  is  no  need  for  this  article 
to  explain  the  importance — theoretical  and  practical — of  this 
Leninist  idea.  The  question  arises  how  could  this  idea  have  es- 
caped the  Left  Wing  Manifesto,  especially  in  the  United  States 
of  that  period  where  this  corruption  was  so  ripe  and  where  the 
splitting  up  of  the  working  class  was  being  carried  out  so  con- 
sistently and  openly  by  the  reformists,  most  particularly  by  the 
leaders  of  the  American  Federation  of  Labor?  That  the  Left 
Wing  was  familiar  with  this  idea,  and  was  developing  it  in  its 
discussions  of  trade  union  questions,  can  be  seen  from  the  Left 
Press.  Then  how  could  it  happen  that,  of  all  places,  this  should 
be  missing  in  the  Manifesto?  We  may  come  perhaps  closer  to  the 
explanation  of  this  fact  when  we  note  another  omission  in  the 
Manifesto:  it  says  nothing  about  the  American  Federation  of 
Labor.  Did  the  Left  Wing  have  any  ideas  about  it?  It  did. 
And  its  main  idea  was  that  the  A.  F.  of  L.  was  an  organization  of 
the  aristocracy  and  bureaucracy  of  labor  and  hence  so  hopelessly 
reactionary  that  it  was  considered  totally  out  of  the  sphere  of 
interest  and  activity  of  revolutionary  Socialists.  Thus,  while  the 
Manifesto  proclaims  definitely  its  position  in  favor  of  class 
struggle  industrial  unionism,  it  says  nothing  about  the  existing 
mass  trade  union  movement  under  reformist  leadership.  What 
does  this  show?  It  shows  (1)  that  the  Left  Wing  had  not  yet 
turned  its  face  to  the  masses,  their  organizations  and  their  daily 
struggles;  and  (2)  that  the  Left  Wing’s  understanding  of  the 
role  of  the  A.  F.  of  L.  bureaucracy  as  the  labor  lieutenants 
of  the  capitalist  class  was  more  that  of  the  sectarian  Socialist 
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Labor  Party  (S.  L.  P.)  than  that  of  the  Bolshevik  Leninists. 

On  the  question  of  imperialist  war,  which  was  the  second 
big  issue  between  the  Lefts  and  the  reformists,  the  Left  Wing 
took  a position  which  was  substantially  that  of  the  Bolsheviks. 
The  war  question  played  a very  important^  part,  perhaps  a de- 
cisive part,  in  precipitating  the  rise  and  consolidation  of  the 
Left  Wing.  As  late  as  April,  1917,  the  time  of  the  St.  Louis 
Convention  of  the  Socialist  Party,  the  left  elements  still  consti- 
tuted an  undifferentiated  mass  of  many  tendencies  and  shades, 
running  from  a relatively  developed  ideology  of  revolutionary 
Socialism  to  outright  centrism.  The  policy  of  the  official  party 
leadership  (Hillquit  & Co.),  while  social-chauvinist  in  substance, 
took  the  form  of  a series  of  maneuvers  between  outright  social- 
chauvinism  and  centrism  infused  with  a considerable  dose  of 
pacifism.  The  result  was  that  the  St.  Louis  Convention  produced 
no  real  division  between  social-chauvinism  and  true  revolution- 
ary internationalism.  This  convention  was  overwhelmingly  Left, 
but  in  the  above-described  sense.  Only  five  delegates  voted  for 
the  Spargo  report  (open  pro-war  position) ; the  rest  of  the  votes 
(172)  were  distributed  between  two  anti-war  resolutions.  But 
what  was  the  nature  of  these  resolutions?  While  they  differed 
somewhat  in  form  and  in  minor  detail,  they  were  nearly  iden- 
tical in  substance,  and  the  substance  was  a grain  of  genuine  revo- 
lutionary opposition  to  the  imperialist  war  dissolved  in  a sea  of 
pacifism  and  reformism.  The  majority  anti-war  report,  which 
received  141  votes,  was  submitted  to  the  Convention  by  Hillquit; 
the  first  minority  anti-war  report,  which  received  3 1 votes,  was 
submitted  by  Boudin.  This  alone — the  fact  that  these  two  men 
were  allowed  to  represent  the  anti-war  position — shows  how  im- 
mature were  the  views  and  attitudes  of  the  left  elements  at  the 
Convention.  And  the  resolutions  bear  that  out. 

However,  soon  after  the  Convention  things  began  to  move 
pretty  swiftly.  There  set  in  a process  of  rapid  differentiation 
within  the  Left,  an  unmasking  of  the  maneuvers  of  the  Hillquit 
leadership  and  the  beginning  of  a crystallization  of  a movement 
which  resulted  in  the  organization  of  the  Left  Wing  of  1918. 
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This  was  brought  about  primarily  by  the  following  factors:  the 
open  and  flagrant  betrayal  of  the  St.  Louis  anti-war  resolution  by 
the  Hillquit  leadership,  which  was  especially  glaring  in  Hill- 
quit’s  New  York  Mayoralty  campaign  in  the  summer  of  1918 
and  in  the  pro-war  activities  of  the  Socialist  aldermen  in  New 
York,  in  the  decision  of  the  National  Socialist  Party  Conference 
to  solidarize  itself  with  the  social-chauvinist  Inter-Allied  Social- 
ist Conference,  etc.;  the  beginnings  of  mass  disillusionment  with 
the  gigantic  swindle  of  the  "war  to  end  war”  and  to  make  the 
world  "safe  for  democracy”;  the  activities  of  Lenin  and  the  Bol- 
shevik Party  to  rally  and  organize  all  the  true  internationalists 
throughout  the  world  which  were  beginning  to  be  more  widely 
understood  by  the  class  conscious  workers  in  the  United  States; 
and  the  victory  of  the  Bolshevik  revolution  in  Russia  which  dem- 
onstrated the  correctness  of  the  Leninist  principle  of  transforming 
imperialist  war  into  civil  war  for  the  establishment  of  the  Dic- 
tatorship of  the  Proletariat. 

Thus  the  Left  Wing  of  1918  not  only  succeeded  in  salvaging 
from  the  St.  Louis  resolution  the  grain  of  genuine  internationalism 
that  it  contained  but  it  also  developed  this  further  into  a revo- 
lutionary position  along  the  lines  of  the  Bolshevik  point  of  view. 

Closely  allied  with  the  war, question  was  the  question  of  inter- 
national affiliation.  Prior  to  the  entry  of  the  United  States  into 
the  war,  the  Hillquit  leadership  of  the  Socialist  Party  tried  to 
establish  itself  in  the  position  of  so-called  arbiter  and  peace- 
maker between  the  various  groups  in  the  Second  International. 
In  Hillquit’s  own  words  (Labor  Year  Book  1917-1918),  the  So- 
cialist Party  had  "preserved  an  attitude  of  strict  neutrality  to- 
wards the  belligerent  powers  before  our  entrance  in  the  war” 
and  had  at  all  times  "endeavored  to  re-unite  the  Socialist  Inter- 
national and  to  revive  it  as  a factor  for  lasting  peace  within  and 
among  the  nations  of  the  world”.  The  reader  will  see  that  this 
was  in  essence  the  position  of  social-chauvinism  dictated  at  the 
time  by  the  interests  of  American  imperialism  which  (through 
the  Wilson  administration)  was  also  trying  to  maintain  strict 
neutrality,  seeking  to  function  as  "peacemaker”  between  the 

9 


warring  nations.  The  Hillquit  leadership,  until  the  entrance  of 
the  U.  S.  into  the  war,  was,  more  or  less  frankly,  trying  to 
serve  the  interests  of  its  "own”  bourgeoisie  in  the  sphere  of 
international  relations. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  left  elements  in  the  Socialist  Party 
were  definitely  in  sympathy  only  with  the  left  elements  in  the 
Second  International  (Zimmerwald  and  Kiental).  But  this  sym- 
pathy was  as  yet  (before  1918)  undifferentiated,  with  only  a 
relatively  small  part  of  the  American  lefts  definitely  leaning  to- 
wards the  then  extreme  left  of  Zimmerwald  and  Kiental — the 
Bolsheviks  and  their  followers.  But  also  on  this  question  the 
crucial  months  of  1917-1918  brought  in  clarity  and  definiteness 
in  political  alignments  in  the  American  labor  movement.  The 
Left  Wing  of  1918  came  into  existence  taking  its  position  on 
international  affiliation  together  with  the  Bolsheviks,  expressing 
on  this  question,  as  on  all  the  other  issues,  the  sentiments  of  the 
overwhelming  majority  of  the  membership  of  the  Socialist  Party. 

As  a result  the  Hillquit  leadership  saw  itself  compelled  to 
engage  in  a lot  of  maneuvers  calculated  to  cheat  the  party  mem- 
bership and  to  check  the  growth  of  the  Left  Wing.  Hillquit, 
Oneal  & Co.  even  began  to  talk  of  the  collapse  of  the  Second 
International  and  promised  to  join  in  the  rebuilding  of  the  Inter- 
national only  with  such  parties  as  had  not  been  in  coalition  with 
the  bourgeoisie  during  the  war.  Of  course,  any  honest  following 
up  of  such  promises  should  have  led  to  joining  with  the  Bolshe- 
viks in  effecting  a complete  break  with  the  social-chauvinists  and 
Centrists.  But  the  official  leadership  of  the  Socialist  Party  were 
only  maneuvering  and  cheating.  All  the  while,  they  were  in  deeds 
supporting  the  policies  of  Woodrow  Wilson  (their  own  bour- 
geoisie), seeking  to  "rebuild”  the  International  with  the  same 
social-chauvinist  and  Centrist  elements  that  had  led  to  the  col- 
lapse of  the  Second  International  in  1914.  These  maneuvers,  of 
even  a more  "left”  character,  they  continued  also  after  the 
formation  of  the  Communist  Party  in  1919,  inasmuch  as  con- 
siderable numbers  of  the  Socialist  Party  membership,  which  did 
not  join  the  Communist  movement  in  1919  but  preferred  to  stay 
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in  the  S.  P.  in  the  hope  of  making  it  more  revolutionary,  were 
waveringly  but  none  the  less  definitely  pushing  in  the  direction 
of  the  Communist  International.  It  was  this  wavering  group 
that  forced  through,  at  the  Socialist  Party  Convention  in  Septem- 
ber, 1919,  a resolution  "in  support  of  the  Third  (Moscow) 
International  not  because  it  supports  the  'Moscow’  programs  and 
methods,  but  because  'Moscow’  is  doing  something  which  is 
really  challenging  world  imperialism”  and  because  "it  is  pro- 
letarian”. Considering  these  very  substantial  reservations  to  the 
program  and  methods  of  the  Communist  International,  and  con- 
sidering also  the  decisive  fact  that  this  resolution  was  being 
passed  at  the  tim#  when  the  Left  Wing  was  already  organizing 
itself  separately  into  a Communist  party,  the  above  resolution 
was  objectively  playing  into  the  hands  of  Hillquit  & Co.,  who 
were  using  it  as  a weapon  against  the  Communist  International, 
while  some  of  the  elements  who  supported  this  resolution  were 
subjectively  and  consciously  Centrist.  The  bulk  of  this  group 
began  to  see  the  truth  of  this  contention  only  later  on  when  they 
too  broke  with  the  Socialist  Party  and  joined  with  the  Com- 
munists (1921). 

When  the  Bolsheviks  and  their  supporters  issued  the  call 
for  the  constituent  Congress  to  organize  the  Communist  Inter- 
national, the  issue  of  international  affiliation  in  the  Socialist 
Party  came  to  a head.  The  Left  Wing  initiated  a referendum  in 
the  party  on  the  following  proposal:  "that  the  Socialist  Party 
shall  participate  in  an  international  congress  or  conference  called 
by,  or  in  which  participate,  the  Communist  Party  of  Russia  (Bol- 
shevik) and  the  Communist  Labor  Party  of  Germany  (Sparta- 
can)”.  Because  of  the  sabotage  and  delay  of  the  Socialist  Party 
bureaucracy,  the  results  of  this  referendum  became  known  only 
in  May,  1919,  after  the  First  Congress  of  the  Communist  Inter- 
national had  already  been  held  (March,  1919).  The  result  of 
this  referendum  showed  that  the  proposal  of  the  Left  Wing  was 
adopted  by  an  overwhelming  majority  of  the  members.  No 
wonder  Hillquit  & Co.  did  not  want  to  make  the  result  known. 
It  might  be  relevant  to  observe  in  this  connection  that  the  re- 
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formists  who  made  their  main  stand  upon  "Democracy”  as  against 
the  Dictatorship  of  the  Proletariat  were  flaunting  and  violating 
every  rule  of  inner-party  democracy  (betraying  the  St.  Louis 
anti-war  resolution,  violating  the  international  affiliation  refer- 
endum, etc.)  in  order  to  make  the  Socialist  Party  safe  for  the 
democracy  of  Morgan,  Rockefeller  & Co. 

Thus  the  three  principal  issues  of  the  Left  Wing  against  the 
reformists  in  the  S.  P.  were  the  Dictatorship  of  the  Proletariat 
versus  Bourgeois  Democracy,  revolutionary  struggle  against 
imperialist  war  and  proletarian  internationalism  versus  social- 
chauvinism,  and  the  Communist  International  versus  the  Second 
International.  All  these  issues  arose  and  matured  on  the  back- 
ground of  the  general  fight  of  the  lefts  for  the  revolutionary  class 
struggle  against  reformism  and  class  collaboration.  In  its  general 
fight  for  class  struggle  policies  and  tactics,  the  Left  Wing  (es- 
pecially in  its  Manifesto)  emphasized  particularly  two  points: 
the  Marxian  conception  of  the  class  struggle  as  a political 
struggle  and  the  need  of  a revolutionary  use  of  parliamentary 
action  and  the  need  of  class  struggle  industrial  unionism. 

It  is  well  known  that  the  reformists  in  the  pre-war  Second 
International  had  reduced  the  political  struggle  of  the  proletariat 
merely  to  parliamentary  campaigns,  and  these  campaigns  they 
had  reduced  to  a purely  legalistic  activity  for  reforming,  that  is, 
strengthening,  capitalism.  This  was  also  the  policy  of  the  official 
leadership  of  the  Socialist  Party.  But  here  the  Left  Wing  was 
confronted  with  certain  peculiarities  in  the  American  labor  move- 
ment. These  were  (1)  the  fact  that  the  dominating  labor  organ- 
izations from  the  point  of  view  of  ideological  and  political 
influence  among  the  workers  were  the  trade  unions  and  not  the 
Socialist  parties,  the  A.  F.  of  L.  under  Gompers  being  then  the 
most  important  organization  in  the  trade  union  field;  (2)  the  fact 
that  the  official  attitude  of  the  Gompers  bureaucracy  toward  the 
Socialist  Party  as  a party  was  one  of  hostility  and  opposition 
which,  however,  did  not  prevent  the  closest  collaboration  of  the 
Socialist  trade  union  bureaucrats  with  Gompers;  (3)  the  fact  that 
the  Hillquit  leadership  maintained  an  attitude  of  Socialist  Party 
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non-interference  in  the  affairs  of  the  trade  unions  which  in 
practice  led  to  collaboration  with  Gompers  which,  in  its  turn, 
meant  collaboration  with  the  capitalists. 

The  Left  Wing  sharply  challenged  the  narrow-parliamentary 
and  legalistic  conception  of  political  action  as  well  as  the  official 
S.P.  attitude  of  "non-interference”  in  the  economic  struggles  of 
the  workers  and  their  mass  organizations.  The  Manifesto  states 
its  position  in  the  following  way: 

“We  assert  with  Marx  that  ‘the  class  struggle  is  essentially 
a political  struggle’  and  we  can  only  accept  his  own  oft-repeated 
interpretation  of  that  phrase.  The  class  struggle,  whether  it 
manifests  itself  on  the  industrial  field  or  in  the  direct  struggle 
for  governmental  control,  is  essentially  a struggle  for  the  cap- 
ture and  destruction  of  the  capitalist  state.  This  is  a political 
act.  In  this  broader  view  of  the  term  ‘political’,  Marx  includes 
revolutionary  industrial  action.  In  other  words,  the  objective 
of  Socialist  industrial  action  is  ‘political’  in  the  sense  that  it 
aims  to  undermine  the  bourgeois  state  which  ‘is  nothing  less 
than  a machine  for  the  oppression  of  one  class  by  another  and 
that  no  less  so  in  a democratic  republic  than  in  a monarchy’.” 

On  the  question  of  parliamentary  action,  which  the  Manifesto 
considers  only  as  one  phase  of  political  action  and  not  the  most 
important  one,  it  says  the  following: 

“It  (parliamentary  action)  must  at  all  times  struggle  to 
arouse  the  revolutionary  mass  action  of  the  proletariat — its  use 
is  both  agitational  and  obstructive.  It  must  on  all  issues  wage 
war  upon  capitalism  and  the  state.  Revolutionary  socialism  uses 
the  forums  of  parliament  for  agitation  but  it  does  not  intend 
to  and  cannot  use  the  bourgeois  state  as  a means  of  introduc- 
ing socialism  j this  bourgeois  state  must  be  destroyed  by  the 
mass  action  of  the  revolutionary  proletariat.  The  proletarian 
dictatorship  in  the  form  of  a Soviet  State  is  the  immediate 
objective  of  the  class  struggle.” 

These  rather  lengthy  quotations  are  reproduced  here  for  the 
reason  that  they  show  the  weak  as  well  as  the  strong  sides  of  the 
Left  Wing.  It  is  clear  that  the  general  trend  of  the  lefts  on  these 
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issues  was  away  from  reformism  and  towards  Bolshevism.  The 
central  Marxist-Leninist  idea  is  here:  that  the  class  struggle  is  a 
struggle  for  the  Dictatorship  of  the  Proletariat  and  that  the  revo- 
lutionary party  of  the  proletariat  must  organize  and  direct  all 
the  daily  manifestations  of  the  class  struggle  from  this  point  of 
view.  Thus  the  issue  with  reformism  was  drawn  clearly,  but  not 
clearly  enough.  The  Left  Wing  lacked  the  correct  Leninist  con- 
ception of  the  dialectics  of  the  class  struggle,  and  of  the  role  of 
the  Party  in  it. 

On  the  dialectics  of  the  class  struggle.  The  Left  Wing  cor- 
rectly emphasized  the  primacy  of  mass  action,  insisting  that  all 
the  forms  of  activity  of  the  revolutionary  party  of  the  workers 
/ be  subordinated  to  the  end  of  arousing  and  organizing  the  strug- 
gles of  the  masses  against  their  exploiters.  But  the  Left  Wing 
did  not  sufficiently  understand  that  revolutionary  mass  action  does 
not  spring  out  all  ready-made  to  conform  to  some  pattern  pre- 
viously drawn  up.  The  Left  Wing  did  not  seem  to  realize  that 
revolutionary  mass  action  grows  out  only  of  the  real  living  issues 
of  the  class  struggle,  as  it  develops  day  by  day,  that  these  issues 
are  varied  and  manifold  (sometimes  big  and  sometimes  appa- 
rently "small”),  and  that,  depending  upon  the  objective  and  sub- 
jective factors,  these  daily  struggles  will  jump  up  very  rapidly 
to  higher  forms  of  mass  action  or  they  may  not  rise  higher  at 
all  or  develop  more  slowly. 

On  the  role  of  the  party.  Here  again  the  Left  Wing  correctly 
emphasized  the  Leninist  idea  of  the  primacy  of  the  party  as  the 
leader  of  all  proletarian  struggles  (without,  however,  showing 
any  understanding  of  the  role  of  the  party  as  the  leader  of  all 
oppressed;  toiling  farmers  and  Negroes).  But  what  was  to  be 
the  role  of  the  party  concretely  in  the  daily  struggles  of  the 
masses  for  their  partial  demands?  How  was  the  party  to  deepen 
and  widen  these  struggles  into  political  and  revolutionary  mass 
action?  To  this  the  Left  Wing  gave  no  answer  or  rather  it  gave 
the  wrong  answer.  The  Manifesto  says:  "It  is  the  task  of  a revo- 
lutionary socialist  party  to  direct  the  struggles  of  the  proletariat 
and  provide  a program  for  the  culminating  crisis”.  The  reference 
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here  is  to  the  revolutionary  crisis  and  the  struggle  for  power, 
and  the  assumption  here  is  that  the  American  proletariat  will  get 
to  this  stage  merely  by  the  party  carrying  on  agitation  for  its 
program.  But  how?  The  Leninist  idea  of  revolutionary  agita- 
tion is  that  it  be  carried  on  on  the  basis  of  concrete  struggles  for 
specific  demands  and  that  in  the  course  of  these  struggles  the 
party  aims  to  widen  and  deepen  their  political  content,  organizing 
the  masses,  organizing  the  party,  thus  leading  the  masses  up, 
on  the  basis  of  their  own  experience , to  higher  forms  of  revo- 
lutionary mass  action.  The  Left  Wing  had  no  such  idea.  As 
already  pointed  out,  it  had  a non-dialectical  conception  of  the 
class  struggle  and  it  suffered  greatly  from  an  underestimation  of 
the  role  of  the  party  as  the  organizer  and  leader  of  the  daily 
struggles  of  the  masses  as  well  as  the  organizer  of  the  proletarian 
revolution. 

These  weaknesses  made  themselves  felt  very  strongly  in  the 
position  of  the  Left  Wing  on  trade  union  questions.  Here  the 
Left  Wing  sought  to  combat  the  craft  and  "pure  and  simple” 
trade  unionism  of  the  Gompers  bureaucracy  in  the  A.  F.  of  L.,  on 
the  one  hand,  and  the  official  S.  P.  non-interference  but  practical 
collaboration  with  the  Gompers  bureaucracy,  on  the  other  hand. 
To  accomplish  this  aim,  the  Left  Wing  formulated  the  follow- 
ing position:  "Industrial  Unionism,  the  organization  of  the  pro- 
letariat in  accordance  with  the  integration  of  industry  and  for 
the  overthrow  of  capitalism,  is  a necessary  phase  of  revolutionary 
socialist  agitation.”  But  in  taking  this  position  the  Left  Wing 
did  not  rise  much  above  the  traditional,  that  is,  sectarian  policies 
of  industrial  unionism  as  practiced  by  the  dominating  element  in 
the  I.W.W.  (Industrial  Workers  of  the  World)  and  in  the 
S.  L.  P.  (Socialist  Labor  Party) . To  be  sure,  the  Left  Wing  was 
largely  free  (not  fully)  of  the  syndicalist  conception  of  industrial 
unionism,  but  the  sectarian  understanding  of  it  was  there.  The 
correct  fight  for  industrial  unionism  in  the  United  States  called 
for  a policy  of  active  participation  in  the  American  Federation  of 
Labor  (the  largest  mass  trade  union  organization),  the  system- 
atic building  of  a left  wing  within  it  and  participation  in  and 
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leadership  of  the  daily  economic  and  other  struggles  of  the  work- 
ers against  their  exploiters.  But  this  is  not  what  the  Left  Wing 
was  proposing  to  do.  Its  full  proposal  on  this  question  in  the 
Manifesto  reads  as  follows: 

“Realizing  that  a political  porty  cannot  reorganize  and  re- 
construct the  industrial  organizations  of  the  working  class,  and 
that  that  is  the  task  of  the  economic  organizations  themselves, 
we  demand  that  the  party  assist  this  process  of  reorganization 
by  a propaganda  for  revolutionary  industrial  unionism  as  part 
of  its  general  activities.  We  believe  it  is  the  mission  of  the 
Socialist  movement  to  encourage  and  assist  the  proletariat  to 
adopt  newer  and  more  effective  forms  of  organization  and  to 
stir  it  into  newer  and  more  revolutionary  modes  of  action.’’ 

The  A.  F.  of  L.  is  not  in  the  picture  at  all.  The  party  is  called 
upon  to  fight  for  industrial  unionism  only  by  means  of  general 
propaganda.  The  fight  for  industrial  unionism  is  conceived  as 
more  or  less  of  an  organizational  problem  instead  of  as  an  organic 
part  of  the  general  revolutionization  of  the  working  class  and  its 
mass  organizations  and  the  struggle  against  the  reformist  trade 
union  leaders.  It  will  also  be  seen  from  the  above  quotation  that 
the  Left  Wing  was  not  yet  completely  free  of  the  Hillquit  policy 
of  "non-interference”  in  the  trade  unions,  for  that  is  the  meaning 
of  the  statement  that  "a  political  party  cannot  reorganize  and  re- 
construct the  industrial  organizations  of  the  working  class”.  Try- 
ing to  avoid  the  pitfalls  of  S.L.P.  sectarianism,  the  Left  Wing 
failed  to  break  altogether  with  the  official  S.P.  opportunism  on 
the  trade  union  question. 

It  is  apparent  that  Lenin’s  advice  on  this  question  to  the 
Socialist  Propaganda  League  of  America  (1915)  was  either  un- 
known to  the  Left  Wing  of  1918  or  so  little  understood  that  it 
made  no  mark  on  its  policies.  Lenin  endorsed  the  position  of  the 
lefts  against  craft  unions  and  for  industrial  unions.  But  seeing 
the  mechanical  and  sectarian  twist  which  the  issue  is  receiving  in 
the  U.  S.,  Lenin  finds  it  necessary  to  urge  "the  most  active  par- 
ticipation of  all  party  members  in  the  economic  struggle  and 
in  all  the  trade  unions  and  cooperative  organizations  of  the 
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workers”.  The  emphasis  upon  the  word  "all”  is  Lenin’s  and  the 
meaning  is  clear:  fight  for  industrial  unionism  by  participating 
in  the  economic  struggles  of  the  masses  and  by  working  in  all 
unions,  no  matter  how  reactionary  their  leadership.  This  meant 
primarily  the  unions  of  the  American  Federation  of  Labor.  This 
advice  of  Lenin  became  effective  in  the  American  labor  move- 
ment only  in  later  years,  subsequent  to  the  organization  and 
unification  of  the  Communist  movement  and  with  the  rise  of  the 
trade  union  left  wing  (the  Trade  Union  Educational  League 
headed  by  Foster),  under  the  guidance  of  the  Communist  Inter- 
national and  of  the  Red  International  of  Labor  Unions. 

From  the  above  it  will  be  understood  how  the  Left  Wing 
came  to  adopt  a very  sectarian  and  ultra-left  position  on  the 
question  of  partial  demands  generally.  The  Left  Wing  cor- 
rectly centered  its  attack  upon  the  reformism  of  the  S.  P.  leader- 
ship, pointing  out  the  "social-reform”  character  of  the  S.  P. 
program  and  platforms  as  well  as  its  practices.  This  was  a move 
in  the  direction  of  Bolshevism,  which  move  at  the  time  drew  a 
pretty  clear  line  of  demarcation  between  the  opportunists  and 
revolutionary  Socialists.  But  unlike  the  Bolsheviks,  who  always 
formulated  partial  demands  for  mass  struggles  and  through  these 
led  the  masses  to  higher  struggles  and  to  the  seizure  of  power, 
the  Left  Wing  ruled  out  partial  demands  altogether.  Here  we 
have  a case  of  the  Left  Wing  trying  to  extricate  itself  from  the 
opportunist  morass  of  the  S.  P.  and  falling  into  the  sectarian  pit 
of  the  S. L. P.  (which  also  ruled  out  partial  demands).  The  Left 
Wing  position  was  that  "the  party  must  teach,  propagate  and 
agitate  exclusively  for  the  overthrow  of  capitalism  and  the  estab- 
lishment of  socialism  through  a Proletarian  Dictatorship”  (Our 
emphasis — A.  B.).  This  attitude,  which  the  Left  Wing  carried 
over  into  the  Communist  movement,  proved  one  of  the  main 
obstacles  to  the  growth  of  our  Party  in  the  first  years  after  its 
formation. 

The  social-fascist  slanderers  of  our  movement  (Oneal  & Co.) 
like  to  insist  that  the  Communists  in  later  years  became  more 
"moderate”  for  a while,  incorporating  into  their  programs  and 

17 


platforms  the  same  social-reform  planks  for  which  the  S.  P.  lead- 
ership was  attacked  as  opportunist  in  1918-1919.  What  the 
social-fascists  pretend  not  to  understand  is  this,  that  on  the  ques- 
tion of  partial  demands  (as  on  many  others)  the  Communist 
movement  of  the  United  States  was  developing  from  Left  Social- 
ism towards  Bolshevism.  What  appears  to  the  social-fascists  as  a 
return  by  the  Communists  to  S.  P.  social-reform  practices  is  in 
reality  a more  radical  break  with  opportunism,  right  and  "left”, 
for  underestimation  of  partial  demands  and  struggles  in  the 
Leninist  sense  is  an  expression  of  opportunism  covered  with  left 
phrases;  what  actually  took  place  in  the  Communist  movement, 
and  is  still  taking  place,  but  on  a higher  plane,  is  a process  of 
freeing  itself  from  opportunism  and  sectarianism  and  an  ever 
closer  approach  to  Bolshevism,  not  alone  in  theory  but  also  in 
the  daily  practice  of  mass  revolutionary  activity.  In  this  process 
the  Communist  movement  is  learning  to  carry  on  the  Bolshevik 
struggle  against  opportunism  'on  two  fronts,  right  and  "left”, 
which  the  Left  Wing  did  not  understand. 

The  Left  Wing  also  took  issue  with  the  reformists  on  the 
question  of  the  role  of  the  party  and  its  organizational  structure. 
But  on  this  question  the  Left  Wing  attacked  only  the  most 
obvious  faults  of  the  organization,  such  as  its  loose  petty-bour- 
geois structure,  the  lack  of  a single  political  line  obligatory  for 
every  party  unit  and  member,  the  fact  that  the  party  press  and 
educational  institutions  were  run  as  the  private  domain  of  indi- 
vidual "prominent”  Socialists  rather  than  as  party  institutions 
under  party  control,  and  also  the  fact  that  the  leading  organs  of 
the  party  were  totally  irresponsible  before  the  party  membership, 
violating  time  and  again  the  expressed  wishes  of  the  member- 
ship, since  these  wishes  were  opposed  to  the  opportunism  of  the 
S.  P.  official  leadership.  The  Left  Wing  demanded  a correction 
of  these  opportunist  abuses  but  it  had  not  yet  risen  to  the  under- 
standing that  a true  revolutionary  working  class  party  must  be  a 
different  type  of  party  in  respect  to  its  leading  role  in  the  class 
struggle  in  all  its  forms,  in  its  relation  to  the  non-party  mass 
organizations  as  the  party’s  transmission  belts  to  the  working 
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class,  the  principle  of  democratic  centralism,  the  primacy  of  the 
shop  structure  of  organization,  Bolshevik  discipline,  etc.  Thus, 
one  might  say  that  the  Left  Wing  only  signalized  the  need  of  a 
new  type  of  party  without  going  much  further,  mainly  because 
it  was  not  yet  fully  free  from  the  influence  of  right  and  "left” 
opportunism,  the  most  decisive  expression  of  which  on  this  ques- 
tion was  a considerable  degree  of  faith  in  the  opportunist  theory 
of  spontaneity . We  have  already  seen  above  that  the  Left  Wing 
assigned  to  the  party  only  an  agitational  role  in  the  daily  strug- 
gles of  the  masses  prior  to  the  emergence  of  a revolutionary 
crisis,  and  that  only  with  the  arrival  of  the  revolutionary  crisis 
does  the  party  step  in  as  the  real  organizer  and  leader  of  the 
fight — which  is  the  fight  for  power.  In  other  words,  the  maturing 
of  the  revolutionary  crisis  on  its  subjective  side  was  conceived 
largely  as  a spontaneous  development.  Hence  the  inability  of  the 
Left  Wing  to  come  closer  to  Leninism  on  the  question  of  the 
role  of  the  party  and  its  structure. 

To  conclude  with  the  subject  of  issues  between  the  Left  Wing 
of  1918  and  the  reformist  leadership  of  the  S.  P.,  it  is  important 
to  point  out  at  least  two  of  the  more  fundamental  issues  which 
were  practically  not  raised  by  the  Left  Wing.  These  are  the 
Negro  question  and  the  agrarian-farmer  question.  These  omis- 
sions will  seem  to-day  even  more  astounding  when  we  consider 
the  fact  that  the  Left  Wing  did  place  the  struggle  for  power  and 
the  Dictatorship  of  the  Proletariat  in  the  very  center  of  its  the- 
oretical and  political  fight  against  the  opportunists,  showing 
thereby  the  influence  of  Leninism.  Then  how  could  the  Left 
Wing  fail  to  raise  the  question  of  the  allies  of  the  proletariat  in 
the  United  States — the  nationally  oppressed  Negro  masses  and 
the  toiling  farmers?  Besides,  many  of  the  implications  of  the 
Negro  question  were  at  the  time  (1918-1919)  manifesting  them- 
selves acutely  in  the  class  struggle  and  in  the  unions  (Chicago 
stockyards)  where  the  left  elements  of  the  A.  F.  of  L.  under 
Foster  were  grappling  with  these  problems  trying  to  find  a solu- 
tion for  them.  Under  these  conditions,  the  failure  of  the  Left 
Wing  to  raise  the  Negro  and  agrarian  questions  would  show 
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that  the  Left  Wing  ideology  was  still  largely  dominated  by 
reformism  and  sectarianism:  it  took  over  from  the  S.  P.  leader- 
ship its  ignoring  of  the  Negro  and  farmer  questions,  which  to 
reformists  could  not  appear  as  basic  problems  of  the  proletarian 
struggle  for  power;  it  also  took  over  some  of  the  narrow  craft 
ideology,  especially  of  the  reformists  in  the  unions,  which  cannot 
see  the  working  class  as  a class  leading  the  fight  against  the  dic- 
tatorship of  the  bourgeoisie  in  alliance  with  and  supported  by  the 
Negro  masses  and  the  toiling  farmers;  while  its  purely  agitational 
attitude  to  the  class  struggle,  and  general  sectarian  approach, 
prevented  it  from  feeling  and  evaluating  the  pressure  of  these 
issues  that  was  coming  from  the  daily  struggles  of  the  masses. 

The  Organizational  Break  with  the  Socialist  Party 
Opportunists 

From  its  very  inception,  the  Left  Wing  realized  that  its  task 
was  to  bring  about  a complete  break  with  the  opportunists  in 
the  S.  P.,  not  only  ideologically  and  politically  but  also  organ- 
izationally. While  theoretically  the  Left  Wing  (with  the  excep- 
tion of  its  most  advanced  elements)  was  rather  hazy  on  the 

r especially  dangerous  role  at  the  time  of  centrism,  in  practice 
the  fight  was  developed  for  the  organizational  break  also  with 
the  centrists. 

In  effect  the  organizational  break  with  the  opportunists  began 
to  take  place  immediately  after  the  organization  of  the  Left  Wing 
while  it  still  was  formally  a part  of  the  Socialist  Party.  Moreover, 
as  left  groups  were  becoming  crystallized  in  various  language 
sections,  cities  and  branches  of  the  party,  which  took  place 
throughout  1918,  these  groups  were  practically  ignoring  the 
opportunist  and  social-chauvinist  policies  of  the  official  leadership 
and  were  carrying  on  their  agitation  and  other  mass  work  more 
or  less  in  accord  with  their  own  view  of  revolutionary  Socialism. 
This  occurred  especially  on  such  issues  as  the  war,  international 
affiliations,  the  Bolshevik  revolution  in  Russia  (and  later  the 
proletarian  revolution  in  Germany),  the  left  groups  undertaking 
to  carry  out  in  practice  their  own  point  of  view  even  before  there 
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was  a national  left  wing  organization  and  a national  program. 
And  wherever  they  did  so,  the  left  elements  had  the  expressed 
overwhelming  support  of  the  party  membership.  Whatever  truly 
revolutionary  and  internationalist  work  was  carried  on  by  the 
Socialists  of  the  United  States  at  that  time,  was  carried  on 
despite  the  official  S.  P.  leadership  (Hillquit  & Co.)  and  not 
because  of  it. 

But  on  the  question  of  how  soon  and  in  what  form  the  com- 
plete and  formal  break  with  the  S.  P.  opportunists  should  take 
place,  there  soon  developed  in  the  Left  Wing  serious  differences 
of  opinion.  These  differences  came  to  sharp  expression  at  the  first 
National  Left  Wing  Conference,  held  in  New  York,  in  June, 
1919.  One  section  of  the  delegates  stood  out  for  the  immediate 
(or  as  soon  as  practically,  possible)  convocation  of  a national 
convention  of  all  Left  Wing  elements  for  the  purpose  of  organ- 
izing the  Communist  Party  of  America,  while  another  section 
favored  a slower  and  more  flexible  mode  of  procedure  calculated 
to  win  for  the  Communist  Party  also  the  more  backward  and 
hesitating  elements  of  the  S.  P.  This  is  not  the  place  to  discuss 
elaborately  these  differences,  except  to  point  out  the  following: 
that  it  was  a difference  of  tactics,  and  not  of  principle  as  some 
of  the  Left  Wing  delegates  were  inclined  to  think  at  the  time. 
Both  sections  had  given  unmistakable  proof  of  their  determination 
to  break  formally  with  the  opportunists  and  to  organize  the 
Communist  Party.  But  one  section  of  the  Left  Wing  pro- 
ceeded from  the  belief  that  the  formal  break  with  the  opportunists 
had  been  delayed  long  enough,  that  there  was  no  hope  of  the 
Left  Wing  securing  formal  control  of  the  S.  P.  organization  for 
the  purpose  of  transforming  it  into  a Communist  Party  because 
of  the  wholesale  expulsions  carried  on  by  the  Hillquit  leadership, 
and  that  the  hesitant  left  elements  who  would  not  join  in  the  or- 
ganization of  the  Communist  Party  at  once  were  either  no  good 
or  would  come  to  the  Party  later.  The  other  section  was  not  at 
all  sure  that  the  formal  break  had  been  delayed  but  was  agreed 
that  the  time  for  the  break  had  already  arrived.  However,  it  ar- 
gued that  considerable  numbers  of  Party  members  among  the 


native-born  workers,  although  in  general  sympathy  with  the  left 
elements,  were  not  yet  ready  for  a formal  break,  but  that  they 
would  be  won  over  soon  to  this  step  when  it  became  more  obvious 
to  them  that  it  was  the  Hillquit  bureaucracy  that  was  splitting  the 
party  and  not  the  Left  Wing.  Hence  they  proposed  a slower  and 
less  direct  course  which  also  led  to  the  organization  of  the  Com- 
munist Party  in  the  United  States.  These  differences,  which 
might  have  been  composed  if  not  completely  eliminated,  were 
aggravated,  however,  by  disagreements  on  the  question  of  lan- 
guage federations  in  the  party,  and  also  by  a certain  degree  of 
factionalism.  The  result  was  a split  in  the  Left  Wing,  each  side 
proceeding  to  carry  out  its  points  of  view. 

There  is  this  to  be  said  on  the  question  that  is  relevant  even 
today.  The  formal  break  with  the  opportunists  in  the  S.P.  was 
delayed.  Had  there  been  in  the  United  States,  during  the  war 
and  especially  in  the  crucial  years  of  1918-1919,  a strong  revolu- 
tionary working  class  party — a Leninist  party — the  mobilization 
of  the  deep  and  powerful  mass  upsurge  of  the  American  work- 
ers of  that  period  would  have  given  the  class  struggle  in  the 
United  States  an  entirely  different  turn.  And  the  upsurge  was 
not  confined  to  the  workers  alone  but  was  arousing  also  the  Ne- 
gro masses  and  the  toiling  farmers  in  various  degrees.  One 
cannot  say  whether  or  not  a revolutionary  situation  would  have 
developed  in  the  United  States  in  the  first  period  of  post-war 
capitalism  had  there  been  a strong  revolutionary  workers’  party, 
but  its  absence  certainly  militated  against  the  revolutionary  ad- 
vance which  was  objectively  being  prepared  and  this  absence  of 
a revolutionary  party  is  directly  traceable  to  the  historically  de- 
layed break  of  the  revolutionary  elements  from  the  opportunists 
in  the  Socialist  movement. 

From  this,  however,  it  does  not  follow  that  in  the  month  of 
June,  1919,  the  tactic  of  immediate  break  was  the  best.  Cer- 
tainly, when  both  sections  of  the  Left  Wing  were  finally  agreed 
that  by  September  (the  time  of  the  Emergency  Convention  of 
the  S.  P.)  the  formal  break  would  have  to  be  consummated, 
and  when  mass  sentiment  inside  and  outside  of  the  party  was 
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ETtinually  rising  in  favor  of  the  Left  Wing,  the  more  flexible 
tactics  proposed  for  the  winning  of  the  still  hesitant  elements 
especially  among  the  native-born  workers  were  correct  and  in  no 
way  militated  against  the  Left  Wing  widening  its  independent 
revolutionary  work  among  the  masses  outside  of  the  S.P.  Both 
could  have  and  should  have  been  combined.  Failure  to  realize 
his  resulted  in  a split  and  in  the  formation  of  two  Commu- 
nist Parties  in  September,  1919,  the  Communist  Party  and  the 
Communist  Labor  Party. 

Thus  the  formal  break  with  the  opportunists  in  the  S.P.  be- 
came consummated  and  the  basis  laid  for  the  building  of  a mass 
Communist  Party  in  the  United  States.  Both  Communist  con- 
ventions demonstrated  in  their  deliberations  and  programs  con- 
siderably more  clarity  in  their  understanding  of  Leninism  and  its 
application  in  this  country  than  did  the  Left  Wing.  In  the 
programs  adopted  by  these  conventions  we  already  find  the  begin - 
nings  of  an  understanding  of  the  importance  of  partial  strug- 
gles, of  their  dialectics,  and  of  their  relation  to  the  preparation 
of  the  struggle  for  the  dictatorship  of  the  proletariat.  We  also 
find  there  a fuller  understanding  of  the  role  of  the  Communist 
Parcy  as  the  leader  of  these  struggles,  a closer  approach  to  the 
practical  problems  of  the  class  struggle  and  of  trade  union  work. 
In  other  words,  the  conventions  which  formed  the  Communist 
Party  and  Communist  Labor  Party  took  one  more  step  away 
from  left  Socialism  and  towards  Communism. 

As  already  pointed  out  in  the  opening  paragraphs  of  this  article, 
the  historic  role  of  the  Left  Wing  of  1918-1919  consisted  in  this, 
that  it  served  as  a bridge  for  the  class  conscious  workers  of  the 
United  States  from  vague  left  Socialism  and  general  proletarian 
militancy  to  the  solid,  foundations  of  Leninism.  This  process  of 
development  was  by  no  means  completed  at  the  first  Communist 
conventions  but  has  been  going  on  continuously  in  the  Commu- 
nist movement  throughout  its  history.  Only  with  each  succeed- 
ing period  in  the  class  struggle,  old  problems  appeared  in  a new 
form,  new  and  stronger  forces  were  being  developed  within  our 
movement  for  the  successful  solution  of  these  problems,  the 
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general  class  struggle  and  our  Party  with  it  rising  to  highe* 
levels  of  revolutionary  advance.  This  is  the  struggle  for  the 
Bolshevization  of  our  Party. 

The  question  may  be  raised  as  to  whether  the  present  "left” 
Socialist  tendencies  are  fulfilling  the  same  role  as  the  Left  Wing 
of  1918.  The  answer  is  this:  far  from  playing  the  same  role, 
they  are  playing  the  opposite  role.  Where  the  Left  Wing  of  1918 
was  a bridge  to  Communism,  the  present  "left”  Socialists,  whether 
those  in  the  S.P.  or  the  Musteites,  are  actually  building  a dam 
against  Communism.  This  does  not  mean  that  the  rank  and  file 
proletarian  elements  in  the  S.P.  who  incline  towards  the  left  and 
the  working  class  elements  of  the  Muste  movement  are  following 
their  "left”  reformist  leaders  because  they  (the  rank  and  file) 
want  a dam  against  Communism.  Not  at  all.  Rather  these  re- 
formist leaders  put  on  a "left”  coloring  in  order  to  stop  this 
rank  and  file  from  moving  further  to  the  left,  that  is,  to  Com- 
munism. Let  us  make  no  mistake  about  it.  The  rank  and  file 
of  the  reformist  organizations — Socialist  and  trade  union — is 
genuinely  moving  to  the  left — to  the  Communist  Party  and  to 
class-struggle  unionism.  Not  all  of  them  are  as  yet  conscious 
of  where  they  are  going;  some  of  them  still  have  many  bourgeois 
prejudices  against  Communism  instilled  into  their  minds  primarily 
by  the  "left”  reformists  and  most  especially  by  the  Musteites; 
but  if  this  rank  and  file  is  ever  to  have  what  it  is  looking  for — 
class  struggle  and  a true  working  class  party — it  will  inevitably 
come  to  Communism.  Of  course,  if  we  leave  uncombatted  the 
activities  of  the  "left”  Socialists  and  the  Musteites,  if  we  don’t 
expose  them  systematically  and  in  the  course  of  the  class  struggle, 
with  the  United  Front  policy,  as  "left”  social-fascists,  and  if  we 
don’t  prove  in  practice  the  correctness  of  our  line  and  our  ability 
to  put  it  into  effect,  Muste  & Co.  may  succeed  to  an  extent  in 
delaying  and  obstructing  the  drift  to  Communism.  Hence,  the 
great  significance  of  the  Open  Letter  and  the  need  of  its  earnest 
and  speedy  execution. 
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GOING  LEFT 

THE  LEFT  WING  FORMULATES  A “DRAFT  FOR  A 
PROGRAM  FOR  THE  SOCIALIST  PARTY  OF  THE 
UNITED  STATES 

By  ALEX  BITTELMAN 

fTTHE  draft  program  formulated  by  the  Left  wing  at  the  Socialist 
■*"  Call  Institute  marks  an  important  stage  in  the  Leftward  de- 
velopment of  the  Socialist  Party.  It  is  a further  wrenching  loose 
from  the  moorings  of  reformism,  from  the  discredited  and  crum- 
bling positions  of  Social-Democracy.  It  is  a move  forward  to  the 
positions  of  revolutionary  Marxism  whose  only  consistent  de- 
fender today  is  the  Communist  International.  As  such,  it  will  be 
greeted  and  encouraged  by  all  class-conscious  workers,  by  all 
friends  of  the  united  front  against  fascism  and  war. 

It  will  be  noted,  however,  at  the  same  time,  that  the  draft 
program  bears  the  marks  also  of  other  influences.  It  shows  the 
influence  of  those  “Lefts”  who,  under  pressure  from  below,  go 
along  one  step  forward  in  order  to  pull  the  whole  movement  two 
steps  backward.  It  shows,  additionally,  influences  of  a kind  that 
cannot  be  characterized  otherwise  than  as  those  of  counter-revolu- 
tionary  Trotskyism.  These  harmful  influences  we  regret,  of  course. 
But  we  cannot  stop  at  that.  If  we  wish  to  be  helpful  to  the  Left 
X wing,  as  we  must,  it  is  our  plain  duty  to  show  that.  If  we  wish  to 
be  helpful  to  the  Left  wing,  as  we  must,  it  is  our  plain  duty  to 
show  what’s  what  and  who’s  who  in  the  draft  program.  Only  thus 
will  this  significant  document  mark  a stage  to  higher  Leftward 
^development,  to  the  united  front  and  to  organic  unity  between  the 
Socialist  and  Communist  Parties. 

The  draft  program  deals  with  two  sets  of  questions:  program 
and  tactics.  We  shall  therefore  carry  through  our  examination 
of  this  document  under  these  two  main  heads. 
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1.  Questions  of  Program 


TN  its  foreword,  the  Program  Committee  says  that,  by  this 
document,  “It  hopes  to  achieve  a restatement  of  the  basic 
Marxian  principles  in  the  light  of  recent  developments,  and  in 
view  of  American  conditions”.  That  is  as  it  should  be.  And  the 
only  sure  way  to  measure  the  Leftward  progress  of  the  draft  pro- 
gram in  the  sphere  of  basic  Marxian  principles  is  by  the  degree 
of  clarity  and  consistency  manifest  in  the  document  on  the  fol- 
lowing fundamental  questions  of  the  present  epoch: 

1.  The  dictatorship  of  the  proletariat; 

2.  Soviet  power ; 

3.  The  road  to  power; 

4.  The  two  worlds — the  world  of  dying  capitalism  and  the 
world  of  growing  socialism. 

1.  The  Capitalist  State  and  the  Struggle  for  the  Dictatorship 
of  the  Proletariat 

What  does  the  draft  program  have  to  say  on  the  class  nature 
of  the  capitalist  state? 

“In  the  United  States,  as  in  all  capitalist  countries,  the  state, 
like  its  predecessors,  is  an  instrument  of  class  rule.  ...  Its  function 
is  to  guarantee  the  continuance  of  private  ownership  of  the  means 
of  production.  . . . The  state  is  the  instrument  which  keeps  the 
workers  in  their  place  as  wage  slaves”  (page  14). 

Proceeding  from  this  Marxian  base,  the  draft  program  char- 
acterizes bourgeois  democracy  as  follows: 

“The  peculiar  feature  of  the  classical  capitalist  state,  which  dis- 
tinguishes it  from  other  forms  of  class  dictatorships,  is  that  it  is 
surrounded  by  a buffer  of  democratic  forms  which  tend  to  hide  its 
real  character  and  function.  . . . This  formal  equality  is,  however, 
entirely  offset  by  the  glaring  economic  and  material  inequality 
between  the  classes”  (ibid,). 

This  expresses  the  fundamental  idea  that  bourgeois  democracy 
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is  a form  of  the  class  dictatorship  of  the  bourgeoisie.  Recognition 
of  this  fact  means  the  rejection  of  one  of  the  most  fundamental 
tenets  of  reformism.  It  means  the  rejection  of  precisely  that  aspect 
of  reformism  which  made  German  Social-Democracy  (and  the 
Second  International  as  a whole)  play  the  role  of  savior  of  capi- 
talism. It  was  Lenin’s  immortal  achievement  to  have  delivered  a 
death  blow  to  the  Social-Democratic  conception  of  bourgeois 
democracy  as  of  a state  that  “stands  above  classes”.  Without 
saying  so,  the  draft  program  starts  out  with  one  of  the  funda- 
mentals of  Leninism. 

Compare  this  position  of  the  draft  program  on  bourgeois  de- 
mocracy with  the  position  of  the  Declaration  of  Principles 
adopted  at  the  Detroit  convention  of  the  Socialist  Party.  The 
latter  stated: 

“The  Socialist  Party  proclaims  anew  its  faith  in  economic  and 
political  democracy  but  it  unhesitatingly  applies  itself  to  the  task 
of  replacing  the  bogus  democracy  of  capitalist  parliamentarism  by 
a genuine  workers’  democracy.” 

This  statement  is  an  expression  of  faith  in  abstract  “economic 
and  political  democracy”  and  opposition  merely  to  the  bogus 
democracy  of  capitalist  “parliamentarism”.  This,  as  we  pointed 
out  at  the  time,  was  the  first  crack  in  the  attachment  of  the 
Socialist  Party  to  the  position  of  reformism  on  bourgeois  democ- 
racy. But  the  draft  program  utters  its  opposition  to  the  capitalist 
state  on  principle  and,  hence,  opposition  to  bourgeois  democracy 
as  one  of  the  forms  of  bourgeois  class  dictatorship.  Here,  on  this 
question,  we  already  have  proof  of  a complete  break  with  re- 
formism. 

The  draft  program  would  have  gained  considerably  in  theo- 
retical clarity  and  political  actuality,  if  it  were,  at  this  point,  to 
give  expression  to  the  following  idea: 

“We  are  adherents  of  Soviet  democracy,  the  democracy  of  the 
toilers,  the  most  consistent  democracy  in  the  world.  But  in  the 
capitalist  countries  we  defend  and  shall  continue  to  defend  every 
inch  of  bourgeois-democratic  liberties  which  are  being  attacked  by 
fascism  and  bourgeois  reaction,  because  the  interests  of  the  class 
struggle  of  the  proletariat  so  dictate.”  (Dimitroff,  Report  to  the 
Seventh  Congress  of  the  Communist  International.) 
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On  the  whole,  we  have  thus  far  what  amounts  in  fact  to  a 
Marxist-Leninist  position  on  the  class  nature  of  the  capitalist  state 
and  of  one  of  its  forms,  bourgeois  democracy. 

What  is  the  working  class  to  do  with  the  capitalist  state? 
What  other  state  shall  it  erect?  The  draft  program  answers  these 
questions: 

“The  change  from  capitalism  is  a revolutionary  act.  ...  In  order 
to  make  possible  the  change  from  capitalism  to  socialism,  the  work- 
ing class  will  have  to  take  political  power  into  its  own  hands,  and 
set  up  its  own  state,  in  the  form  of  a workers’  and  farmers’  govern- 
ment” (p.  16). 

“It  [the  workers’  and  farmers’  government — A.B.]  is  the  con- 
scious instrument  of  transition  from  capitalism  to  socialism”  (p.  17). 

Obviously  the  draft  program  has  reference  to  the  dictatorship 
of  the  proletariat.  For,  if  it  has  not,  what  other  meaning  can  one 
attach  to  a government  which  represents  “the  transition  from  capi- 
talism to  socialism”?  Marxism-Leninism  stands  for  a transitional 
state;  not  only  the  conception  but  the  very  language  is  Marxian. 
But  Marx  (and  Lenin)  made  it  perfectly  clear  that  the  only  state 
that  can  function  as  the  political  transition  to  socialism  is  the 
dictatorship  of  the  proletariat . The  experience  of  the  Bolshevik 
revolution  in  Russia  has  proved  this  beyond  doubt. 

Surely  the  draft  program  cannot  mean  that  a workers’  and 
farmers’  government  of  the  type  of  the  British  Labor  Party  can 
serve  as  a transition  to  socialism?  Surely  the  more  genuinely  Left 
authors  of  this  draft  cannot  mean  that  the  Socialist  Party  govern- 
ments in  some  of  the  Scandinavian  countries  today  are  transitions 
to  socialism?  Nor  can  they  mean  that  a Farmer-Labor  Party  gov- 
ernment in  the  United  States  would  be  this  transitional  state.  For, 
they  say  further  on  in  the  draft: 

“The  Farmer-Labor  Party  is  not  a substitute  for  a revolutionary 
Socialist  Party.  It  cannot  be  the  means  for  overthrowing  capitalism” 

(p.  24). 

Therefore,  if  it  cannot  be  the  means  of  “overthrowing  capital- 
ism” neither  can  it  be  the  instrument  of  transition  to  socialism. 
This  much  is  clear.  But  if  this  is  so,  then  what  other  kind  of 
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workers’  and  farmers’  government  will  do  it?  Surely  no  other  but 
one  that  is  identical  with  the  dictatorship  of  the  proletariat.  This 
being  the  case,  and  following  inevitably  from  the  draft  program 
itself,  why  does  it  not  clearly  state  that  the  workers’  and  farmers’ 
government  which  will  build  socialism  in  the  United  States  will  be 
the  dictatorship  of  the  proletariat,  which,  of  course,  will  rest  upon 
the  alliance  between  the  workers  and  farmers  under  working  class 
leadership?  Why  this  reluctance  to  say  the  right  thing  in  the 
right  way?  Evidently,  the  “Left”  influences  (“Left”  in  quotation 
marks)  have  gotten  the  upper  hand  in  this  matter.  And  that  is 
very  bad.  A genuine  Left  cannot  afford  to  be  ambiguous,  still  less 
to  make  concessions,  on  such  a vital  and  fundamental  point  of 
revolutionary  principle. 

It  will  be  in  order,  in  this  connection,  to  dispel  the  confusion 
that  some  of  the  “Lefts”  in  the  Socialist  Party  (notoriously,  H. 
Zam)  have  introduced  on  the  question  of  “transition”.  Zam,  hard 
to  believe,  is  making  his  debut  now  in  the  new  role  of  “Left” 
critic  of  the  “Right”  tendencies  in  the  Communist  International. 
Very  good.  The  capitalist  world  is  very  big,  and  still  very  chaotic, 
and  there  is  room  in  it  for  all  sorts  of  things,  even  for  the  debuts 
of  the  Zams.  Therefore,  we  must  try  to  clarify  some  things.  And 
the  first  thing  to  clarify  is  the  great  difference  between  transition 
to  socialism  and  transition  to  the  proletarian  revolution . 

Another  error  is  the  failure  (closely  connected  with  the  pre- 
vious one)  to  differentiate  clearly  between  a workers’  and  a 
farmers’  government  which  is  set  up  by  the  proletarian  revolu- 
tion, which  is  identical  with  the  dictatorship  of  the  proletariat  and 
which,  therefore,  fulfills  the  historic  role  of  transition  to  social- 
ism ; and  the  other  possible  kind  of  workers’  and  farmers’  govern- 
ment which,  under  certain  conditions,  may  fulfill  the  role  of 
transition  to  the  proletarian  revolution.  The  policy  outlined  by 
the  Seventh  World  Congress  of  the  Communist  International  pro- 
vides for  the  possibility  of  such  governments — governments  of 
the  united  and  people’s  front  against  fascism  and  war.  Such 
governments  can  become  transitions  to  the  proletarian  revolution 
(not  to  socialism) — the  revolution  which  alone  can  set  up  the 
transitional  state  to  socialism — only  under  certain  conditions, 
conditions  of  political  crisis.  Briefly  and  specifically  they  are: 
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“First,  the  state  apparatus  of  the  bourgeoisie  must  already  be 
sufficiently  disorganized  and  paralyzed , so  that  the  bourgeoisie  can- 
not prevent  the  formation  of  a government  of  struggle  against  re- 
action and  fascism.  Second,  the  broadest  masses  of  toilers,  particularly 
the  mass  trade  unions,  must  be  in  a violent  state  of  revolt  against 
fascism  and  reaction,  though  not  ready  to  rise  in  insurrection,  to 
fight  under  Communist  Party  leadership  for  the  achievement  of 
Soviet  Power.  Third,  the  differentiation  and  Leftward  movement  in 
the  ranks  of  Social-Democracy  and  other  parties  participating  in  the 
united  front  must  already  have  reached  the  point  where  a con- 
siderable proportion  of  them  demand  ruthless  measures  against  the 
fascists  and  the  other  reactionaries,  struggle  together  with  the  Com- 
munists against  fascism,  and  openly  come  out  against  that  reac- 
tionary section  of  their  own  party  which  is  hostile  to  Communism.” 
(Dimitroff,  Report  to  the  Seventh  Congress  of  the  Communist  Inter- 
national.) 

A united  front  government,  a people’s  front  government,  a 
workers’  and  farmers’  government,  coming  into  office  under  the 
above  conditions,  and  carrying  through  a number  of  fundamental 
revolutionary  measures  (control  of  production  and  of  the  banks, 
disbandment  of  the  police  and  its  replacement  by  an  armed 
workers’  militia,  etc.) — such  a government  would  fulfil  the  role 
of  transition  to  the  proletarian  revolution.  It  would  so  weaken  the 
bourgeoisie,  and  so  strengthen  the  working  class  and  its  allies, 
that  the  working  class  would  become  ready  to  make  the  prole- 
tarian revolution;  and,  together  with  its  allies,  fight  under  Com- 
munist Party  leadership  for  the  achievement  of  Soviet  power.  This 
power — and  it  alone — would  abolish  capitalism  and  introduce 
socialism.  That  is,  it  would  function  as  the  political  transition 
between  capitalism  and  socialism. 

We  have  thus  pointed  out  two  serious  weaknesses  in  the  draft 
program  on  the  question  of  “transition”.  One  is  the  failure  to 
characterize  the  transitional  state  to  socialism  as  the  dictatorship 
of  the  proletariat.  The  other  is  the  failure  to  differentiate  between 
the  state  transitional  to  socialism  and  the  possible  workers’  and 
farmers’  governments  transitional  to  the  proletarian  revolution. 
The  first  seems  to  us  a concession  to  the  Old  Guard;  the  second — 
a concession  to  the  “Lefts”  of  the  Zam  variety.  Both  concessions 
work  against  the  growth  and  success  of  the  Left  wing. 

Having  said  this,  we  must  also  point  out  the  great  distance 
Leftward  that  the  Lefts  have  traveled  since  the  Detroit  declaration, 
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in  which  they  still  spoke  of  “a  government  under  the  workers5 
rule”,  “a  genuine  workers’  democracy”,  perfectly  good  terms  to 
describe  popularly  the  dictatorship  of  the  proletariat,  but  very 
misleading  and  positively  harmful  when  used  as  a substitute  for 
the  proletarian  dictatorship.  However,  in  the  draft  program,  we 
already  have  a bold  approach  to  the  dictatorship  of  the  prole- 
tariat, but,  nevertheless,  only  an  approach.  Only  by  ridding  itself 
of  remaining  Old  Guard  and  “Left”  influences,  will  it  be  possible 
for  the  Left  wing  to  come  fully  to  the  correct  positions. 

We  now  come  to  the  next  point:  what  is  the  concrete  form  of 
the  workers’  state  which  will  abolish  capitalism  and  introduce 
socialism? 

2.  The  Form  of  the  Proletarian  Dictatorship 

The  draft  program  answers  the  question  by  stating  that  “the 
exact  forms  of  the  workers’  state  cannot  be  foreseen”  (page  18). 
It  is,  in  our  opinion,  not  a question  of  foreseeing  but  rather  of 
recognizing  an  already  existing  form,  the  Soviet  form,  which  is 
eighteen  years  old  and  which  has  proved  itself  as  the  form  of 
workers’  rule.  The  draft  program  is,  of  course,  not  against 
Soviets  in  general.  It  admits: 

“In  the  Soviet  Union,  as  well  as  in  the  post-war  revolutionary 
events  in  Germany,  Hungary,  Austria  and  other  countries,  the  gen- 
eral form  of  workers’  democracy  has  been  the  workers’,  farmers’  and 
soldiers’  councils,  elected  in  the  shops,  factories,  mines,  on  the 
farms,  and  in  the  regiments  and  the  fleet”  (p.  18). 

Docs  not  this  indicate  that  the  Soviets  are  the  natural  form  for 
workers’  democracy?  Every  place  in  Europe  where  the  workers 
initiated  a fight  for  power  they  resorted  to  Soviets.  In  addition  to 
the  European  countries  mentioned  by  the  draft  program,  there  is 
the  more  recent  example  of  Spain.  Not  only  Europe:  the  Chinese 
revolution,  the  greatest  anti-imperialist  revolution  thus  far,  has 
also  assumed  a Soviet  form.  Does  not  this  point  to  the  universality 
of  the  Soviet  form  as  both  the  form  of  the  dictatorship  of  the 
proletariat  in  a socialist  revolution  and  as  the  dictatorship  of  the 
workers  and  peasants  in  an  agrarian  anti-imperialist  revolution? 
The  draft  program  apparently  does  not  think  so.  It  finds: 
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“In  the  British  general  strike,  as  well  as  in  the  general  strikes 
in  Seattle  and  Winnipeg,  the  trade  unions  assumed  government 
power.”  (p.  18). 

From  this  statement,  presumably,  the  conclusion  is  to  be 
drawn  that  possibly  the  trade  unions  can  become  the  form  of  a 
workers’  democracy.  But  the  fact  is  that  in  the  British  general 
strike  the  unions  did  not  assume  governmental  power.  Nor  did 
they  assume  governmental  power  in  Seattle  and  Winnipeg.  To 
maintain  the  opposite  viewpoint  is  to  distort  completely  historic 
facts.  What  the  unions  did  do  in  these  general  strikes  was  to 
assume  certain  social  functions,  such  as  food  distribution  (in  all 
three  strikes)  and  maintenance  of  public  order  (Seattle  and 
Winnipeg).  The  draft  program  is,  therefore,  right  in  saying: 
“During  periods  of  intense  class  struggle  the  workers  set  up 
their  own  organs  of  leadership.  . . . These  organs  tend  to  assume 
government  functions”  (p.  18.  Our  emphasis — A.B.).  That  is,  a 
general  strike,  which  is  a very  intense  class  struggle,  tends  to 
grow  over  into  a struggle  for  power,  but  from  tending  to  actually 
becoming  is  sometimes  a considerable  distance,  as  the  examples 
of  England,  Seattle,  and  Winnipeg  conclusively  demonstrate. 

Had  there  been  strong  Communist  Parties  at  that  time,  na- 
tionally and  locally,  parties  having  the  majority  of  the  working 
class  behind  them,  the  tendencies  of  the  general  strike  to  assume 
government  functions  would  have  grown  over  into  revolution  and 
seizure  of  power.  And  then,  while  the  unions  would  have  contin- 
ued to  play  a major  role,  Soviets  would  have  come  into  existence. 
Because:  the  unions  did  not  embrace  the  whole  of  the  active 
working  class;  and  certainly  not  the  middle  classes;  and,  in  the 
case  of  Seattle  and  Winnipeg,  certainly  not  the  toiling  farmers. 
Clearly,  the  examples  of  the  general  strikes  lead  to  no  such 
conclusion  as  that  trade  unions  can  become  the  form  of  workers’ 
rule.  Trade  unions  can  play  a decisive  role  in  the  struggle  for 
power  as  well  as  in  the  building  of  socialism  under  a proletarian 
dictatorship ; but  the  form  of  that  dictatorship  can  be  only  Soviets 
and  nothing  else. 

It  is  necessary  to  say  that  the  draft  program  goes  a long  way 
in  the  direction  of  Soviets.  For  example,  when  it  says: 

“They  [the  organs  of  workers’  rule — A.B. ] will  . . . have  a class 
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character,  be  easily  usable  by  the  workers,  automatically  exclude  the 
capitalists  and  non-producers,  unite  legislative  and  executive  power, 
and  be  closely  tied  up  with  the  workers  at  the  place  of  production” 

(p.  18). 

it  actually  tries  to  describe  the  functioning  and  character  of 
Soviets , because  where  else  have  the  authors  of  the  draft  pro- 
gram seen  governing  bodies  that  answer  their  own  description, 
except  in  the  Soviet  Union?  Why,  then,  this  reluctance  to  call 
the  right  thing  by  the  right  name?  The  answer  is  that  it  is  only 
another  concession  to  reformism.  Who  gains  by  it? 

Of  course,  one  should  add  that  failure  to  define  the  role  of  the 
toiling  farmers  in  this  connection  is  another  vital  defect  in  the 
draft  program.  Had  the  program  tried  to  tackle  the  farmers 
correctly,  it  would  inevitably  have  reached  the  conclusion  that 
Soviets  have  also  proved  to  be  the  only  form  of  government  for 
the  alliance  between  the  workers  and  farmers  under  working  class 
leadership — the  alliance  without  which  power  could  neither  be 
won  nor  maintained. 

To  conclude  this  section:  the  exact  approaches  to  the  struggle 
for  power  may  differ  in  certain  particulars  in  various  countries — 
particulars  which  are  not  exactly  foreseeable;  but  once  the 
masses  enter  the  struggle  for  power,  they  will  create  Soviets,  or 
else  there  will  be  no  effective  struggle  for  power. 

Speaking  of  the  experiences  of  Spain  and  Austria,  the  draft 
program  says: 

“Spain,  as  well  as  Austria,  shows  that  it  is  necessary,  in  order 
to  come  out  victorious  against  the  fascists,  to  follow  a consistent 
revolutionary  policy  and  carefully  prepare  the  working  masses  for 
final  struggle  for  power.”  (p.  10). 

This  is  the  correct  view.  One  of  the  means  of  achieving  this 
is  to  prepare  the  masses  for  the  organization  of  Soviets  when  the 
hour  strikes  for  the  struggle  for  power.  That  is  one  of  the  out- 
standing lessons  of  the  Spanish  events.  Had  Caballero  and  his 
followers  clearly  understood  that  Soviets  are  both  the  organ  of 
struggle  for  power  and  the  form  of  the  power  itself,  and  had 
they  desired  to  proceed  on  this  policy,  the  results  of  the  Spanish 
struggles  would  have  been  entirely  different.  Just  because  Caba- 
llero may  have  reasoned  along  the  lines  of  the  draft  program — 
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“exact  forms  cannot  be  foreseen” — he  failed  to  “carefully  pre- 
pare the  masses  for  the  final  struggle  for  power”. 

But  the  Spanish  experience  also  affords  another  lesson  which 
has  escaped  the  attention  of  the  authors  of  the  draft  program.  It 
is  this:  no  matter  what  forms  the  approaches  to  the  revolution 
take,  when  the  masses  begin  to  fight  for  power  they  organize 
Soviets.  This  is  what  happened  in  Spain.  The  approaches  to  the 
counter-offensive  against  the  offensive  of  fascism  in  Spain  took 
the  form  of  the  united  front;  the  “Workers’  Alliance”  was  the 
body  that  embraced  the  masses  in  the  approaches  to  that  struggle. 
The  Communists  were  part  of  that  Alliance  as  a united  front 
body.  And  the  Communists  said,  among  other  things:  “We  have 
got  to  bring  the  peasantry  into  this  Alliance,  otherwise  we 
cannot  win.”  The  Left  Socialists  were  reluctant  and  even  opposed; 
it  looked  to  them  apparently  like  a move  to  transform  the  Alli- 
ance into  Soviets.  And  so  it  was,  and  correctly  so.  Where  the 
Communists  were  able  to  win  their  point,  the  Alliance  was  trans- 
formed into  Soviets  and  the  struggle  developed  into  a real  fight 
for  power.  Asturias  is  the  shining  and  glorious  example.  True, 
Asturias  did  not  win.  But  that  was  because  the  rest  of  Spain 
did  not  come  up  to  the  same  point  of  Soviets.  And  why?  Because 
the  Socialists  (and  to  a much  greater  extent,  the  Syndicalist 
leaders)  had  their  way  and  blocked  the  transformation  of  the 
Alliance  into  Soviets — into  organs  of  struggle  for  power.  This 
is  the  lesson  to  be  derived  from  the  experience  in  Spain  which 
our  Left  Socialists  should  take  very  close  to  heart. 

In  conclusion:  it  is  already  possible  to  foresee  the  general 
direction  of  the  approaches  to  the  struggle  for  power.  At  the 
present  historical  moment  that  general  direction  is  the  united 
front . The  united  front  (and  the  people’s  front)  is,  in  the  con- 
ception of  the  Communist  International,  the  means  of  checking 
the  offensive  of  reaction  and  fascism,  the  road  to  organic  unity — 
one  political  party  of  the  proletariat,  and  the  chief  link  in  the 
present  chain  of  events  to  prepare  the  masses  for  the  struggle 
for  power.  The  united  front  is  the  direction  and  avenue  to  that 
goal.  Secondly,  through  the  experiences  in  the  united  front  the 
masses  will  learn  the  need  of  Soviets  and  will  become  prepared 
to  fight  for  them  under  the  leadership  of  the  revolutionary  party 
of  the  proletariat. 
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3 . The  Road  to  Power 


Here  the  draft  program  begins  with  a correct  Marxist-Leninist 
statement,  summing  up  the  experiences  of  the  past.  It  says: 

“History  does  not  record  an  example  of  a privileged  class  peace- 
fully surrendering  its  privileges  at  the  request  of  the  majority  of 
unprivileged”  (p.  18). 

From  which  the  conclusion  is  inescapable  that  the  only  road 
to  power  is  the  road  of  revolution,  the  road  of  the  Bolsheviks. 
But  the  draft  program  does  not  make  that  conclusion.  Instead, 
it  gives  expression  to  a compromise  conclusion,  a compromise 
with  reformist  influences.  It  says: 

“The  working  class  indeed  should  prefer  to  come  into  power 
peacefully,  and  democratically,  but  that  is  an  alternative  which  at 
best  is  unlikely”  (p.  19). 

One  should  add  that  the  above  compromise  conclusion  is  more 
advanced  than  the  position  of  the  Detroit  declaration.  The  latter 
was  more  deeply  enmeshed  in  reformism,  as  is  seen  from  the 
following: 

“The  Socialist  Party  seeks  to  attain  its  objectives  by  peaceful 
and  orderly  means.” 

We  repeat:  the  statement  of  the  draft  program  is  more  ad- 
vanced but  it  is  still  strongly  influenced  by  reformism.  If  the 
ruling  class  will  not  surrender  power  peacefully,  what  sense  is 
there  in  leaving  as  an  alternative , though  unlikely,  the  non-revo- 
lutionary way  of  seizing  power?  None  at  all,  except  as  a bad 
compromise  with  reformist  influence. 

As  to  the  revolutionary  way  being  “non-democratic”,  it  is 
high  time  to  abandon  that  fiction.  The  Bolshevik  revolution  in 
November  1917  was  the  greatest  people’s  revolution  that  ever 
took  place,  and  in  this  sense,  the  only  real  sense,  it  was  the  great- 
est democratic  revolution  of  all  times.  It  was  more  democratic, 
more  of  a people’s  revolution,  than  any  bourgeois  revolution  ever 
was.  It  became  possible  and  victorious  just  because  the  working 
class  and  the  toiling  farmers,  the  majority  of  the  population, 
wanted  that  revolution  and  were  ready  to  sacrifice  their  lives  to 
break  the  violent  resistance  of  the  capitalists  to  the  advance  of 
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workers’  democracy — the  Soviets.  The  Bolshevik  revolution  was 
victorious  only  because  the  overwhelming  majority  of  the  masses 
in  old  Russia  followed  the  lead  of  the  Bolshevik  Party.  That  is 
why  the  Bolshevik  revolutionary  way  is  the  most  democratic  way. 

Highly  significant  of  growth  and  Leftward  development  is 
the  treatment  in  the  draft  program  of  the  subject  of  resistance 
to  fascism  and  the  struggle  for  power.  It  will  be  recalled  that 
one  of  the  most  important  sections  of  the  Detroit  declaration  was 
devoted  to  this  subject.  It  said: 

“The  Socialist  Party  intends  not  to  be  deceived  by  fascist  propa- 
ganda nor  overwhelmed  by  fascist  force.  ...  Its  methods  may  in- 
clude a recourse  to  a general  strike  which  will  not  merely  serve  as 
a defense  against  fascist  counter-revolution  but  will  carry  the  revo- 
lutionary struggle  into  the  camp  of  the  enemy  ” (Our  emphasis — 
A.B.) 

That  was  one  of  the  highlights  of  the  Detroit  declaration. 
The  draft  program  makes  several  important  advances  in  a revo- 
lutionary direction.  It  says: 

“At  such  times  the  working  class  is  faced  with  the  alternative  of 
submitting  to  destruction  or  of  resisting  the  powers  of  reaction.  The 
Austrian  and  Spanish  examples  show  that  the  working  class  will 
resist.  But  it  cannot  merely  defend  itself.  It  is  compelled  to  fight 
against  the  state  and  it  must  assume  the  offensive.  The  final  result 
must  then  be  the  transference  of  power  to  the  working  class” 
(pp.  19-20). 

The  main  weakness  here  is  the  lack  of  sufficient  attention  to 
how  resistance  to  reaction  and  fascism  can  best  be  organized 
(united  front,  etc.)  and  how  this  will  serve  as  the  link  to  the 
preparation  of  offensive  battles  of  the  proletariat  and  the  struggle 
for  power.  The  handling  of  the  question  is  somewhat  academic 
and  sectarian.  But  of  this  phase  of  it,  we  shall  have  more  to  say 
in  the  sections  dealing  with  tactics  and  policy. 

4.  The  Two  Worlds 

It  is  coming  to  be  recognized  by  friend  and  enemy  alike  that 
the  world  today  is  split  in  two,  though  unequal,  parts:  the  world 
of  capitalism,  and  the  world  of  socialism.  The  Soviet  Union  rep- 
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resents  the  world  of  socialism.  It  is  also  coming  to  be  recognized 
that  this  fact  exercises  a decisive  influence  upon  the  affairs  of 
the  world.  Proletarian  revolutionists  proceed  from  this  fact  and 
draw  certain  conclusions.  What  conclusions  does  the  draft  pro- 
gram draw? 

It  states:  - 

“The  World  War  marked  the  end  of  capitalist  advance.  The 
period  of  decline  has  set  in.  A series  of  revolutionary  eruptions 
gave  notice  that  a new  society  was  in  the  making.  The  Soviet  Union 
emerged — the  first  great  successful  effort  to  establish  a workers’ 
society”  (p.  7). 

The  draft  program  takes  the  correct  position  on  this  issue. 
The  imperialist  World  War  of  1914-18  marked  the  beginning  of 
the  general  crisis  of  capitalism.  The  victory  of  the  Bolshevik 
revolution  established  the  workers’  state — the  dictatorship  of  the 
proletariat — and  thus  opened  up  the  epoch  of  the  world  socialist 
revolution. 

The  draft  program  maintains:  “A  new  society  was  in  the 
making.”  Yes,  and  the  socialist  system  of  the  Soviet  Union  is, 
therefore , the  center  of  a new  world  system,  the  system  of  social- 
ism. Two  worlds,  two  systems.  And  the  struggle  between  them  is 
the  struggle  for  the  victory  of  socialism  on  a world  scale.  These 
fundamental  truths  are  implicit  in  the  draft  program  but  they 
are  not  stated  explicitly  and  plainly  for  everybody  to  see.  Why? 
When  the  draft  program  declares  that  the  Bolshevik  revolution 
constitutes  “the  first  great  successful  effort  to  establish  a workers’ 
state”,  it  thereby  admits  that  the  Bolshevik  revolution  was  the  be- 
ginning of  the  world  proletarian  revolution;  it  admits  that 
the  Soviet  Union  is  the  bulwark  of  the  socialist  movement  of  the 
world,  and  that  the  socialist  system  of  the  Soviet  Union  is  the 
center  of  a new  world  system.  It  lays  the  basis  for  these  conclu- 
sions; yet,  nevertheless,  it  does  not  itself  draw  these  conclusions 
in  explicit  terms.  Why  this  reluctance? 

Failure  to  draw  the  conclusions  from  the  premises  laid  down 
by  the  draft  program  itself  results  in  a failure  to  appreciate  fully 
the  significance  of  the  struggle  between  the  two  worlds.  The 
draft  program  speaks  correctly  of  the  decay  of  capitalism,  i.e., 
the  direction  in  which  the  capitalist  world  is  going.  But  it  says 
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little  of  the  direction  in  which  the  socialist  world  is  going.  It 
says  nothing — most  astounding — of  the  Five-Year  Plans  of  social- 
ist construction,  of  the  historic  collectivization  of  agriculture,  of 
the  tremendous  growth  of  the  productive  forces  of  socialist  econ- 
omy, of  socialist  culture,  of  the  increase  in  the  well-being  of 
the  toiling  masses.  In  short,  it  says  nothing  of  the  final  and 
irrevocable  victory  of  socialism  in  the  Soviet  Union,  which  is  the 
outstanding  victory  of  the  world  proletariat  at  the  present  time. 
Why  these  omissions? 

We  shall  see  later  how  these  omissions  result  in  some  very 
serious  errors  in  policy  and  tactics.  For  the  present  it  is  sufficient 
to  emphasize  that  on  this  point,  as  on  many  others,  the  draft 
program  shows  unmistakable  signs  of  struggle  between  the  gen- 
uine Leftward  tendency  in  the  Socialist  Party  and  the  “Left”,  be- 
tween the  sound  proletarian  and  revolutionary  instincts  of  the 
Lefts  and  some  very  vicious  Trotskyist  counter-revolutionary  in- 
fluences. 

What  the  draft  program  does  not  say  is  important;  but 
equally  important  is  what  it  does  say.  And  it  does  say  this: 

“It  [the  Socialist  Party — A. BA  will  therefore  defend  the  Soviet 
Union  against  all  capitalist  attacks.  It  will  follow  developments  in 
the  Soviet  Union  in  order  to  profit  by  the  experiences  gained  in  the 
building  of  socialism  and  will  utilize  its  achievements  in  its  work 
of  educating  the  American  workers  to  socialism”  (p.  26.  Our  em- 
phasis— A.B.) 

This  is  the  first  time  that  a document  emerging  from  the  ranks 
of  the  Socialist  Party  states  plainly:  “It  will  defend  the  Soviet 
Union  against  all  capitalist  attacks.”  This  is  of  historic  signifi- 
cance. This  will  play  a tremendous  role  in  shaping  the  future 
destinies  of  the  Lefts  and  of  the  Socialist  Party  as  a whole.  The 
question  now  is  what  conclusions  in  tactics  and  policy  the  draft 
program  has  drawn  from  this  declaration  of  principle. 
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II.  Tactics  and  Policy 

TT  will  be  agreed  that  the  tactics  and  policies  of  a working  class 
party  in  the  present  period  will  revolve  around  one  central 
point.  It  is  the  mobilization  of  the  masses  for  united  action 
against  the  capitalist  offensive,  against  fascism  and  war.  Natur- 
ally, we  shall  examine  the  tactics  and  policies  of  the  draft  pro- 
gram from  this  central  angle. 

1.  The  Offensive  of  Fascism 

Of  the  class  character  of  fascism,  the  draft  program  says: 

‘‘Fascism  is  an  expression  of  capitalist  society  in  decay.  ...  It 
is  an  agency  of  the  ruling  financial  oligarchy  to  preserve  the  exist- 
ing economic  system”  (p.  8). 

This  is  a correct  basis  for  understanding  and  combatting  fas- 
cism. The  resolution  on  Dimitroff’s  report  adopted  by  the  Sev- 
enth World  Congress  of  the  Communist  International  states  the 
matter  as  follows: 

“The  ruling  bourgeoisie  is  increasingly  seeking  salvation  in  fas- 
cism, in  the  establishment  of  the  open,  terrorist  dictatorship  of  the 
most  reactionary,  the  most  chauvinist  and  the  most  imperialist 
elements  of  finance  capital.” 

It  is  evident  that  the  resolution  of  the  Communist  Interna- 
tional gives  a complete  and  truthful  description  of  the  process 
of  fascist  development,  of  the  characteristics  of  fascist  rule  and  of 
the  class  nature  of  fascism.  It  is  also  evident  that  the  description 
given  by  the  draft  program  tends  in  the  same  direction.  This  is 
highly  commendable.  It  shows  that  the  Left  wing  is  going 
Leftward. 

What  does  fascism  mean  for  the  working  class?  The  draft 
program  says: 

“Fascism  is  open,  direct  and  the  most  brutal  sort  of  dictatorship 
directed  against  the  working  class.  It  liquidates  all  labor  organiza- 
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tions  . . . betrays  the  very  elements  to  whom  it  had  appeared  to 
cater  before  its  rise  to  power.  ...  It  is  the  road  to  deeper  ex- 
ploitation, misery  and  barbarism.  Fascism  leads  directly  to  war” 
(pp.  8-9). 

From  this  the  draft  program  proceeds  to  discuss  the  question 
— and  correctly  so — of  how  it  was  possible  for  fascism  to  get 
into  power  in  such  countries  as  Germany,  Austria,  etc.  And  it 
states: 

“The  victory  of  fascism  in  some  countries  was  possible  only  be- 
cause the  working  class  did  not  fulfill  its  historic  mission  of  taking 
power  at  the  opportune  time  and  proceeded  to  reconstruct  society 
on  the  socialist  basis.  And  the  failure  of  the  working  class  can  be 
explained  by  the  fact  that  the  Socialist  Parties  of  the  important  Euro- 
pean countries  were  not  in  reality  revolutionary  parties”  (p.  9 — Our 
emphasis — A.B.). 

This  is  quite  correct.  The  reason  the  working  class  did  not 
take  power,  and  thus  forestall  fascism,  was  that  the  Socialist  par- 
ties were  not  revolutionary  parties  but  reformist  parties.  With 
this  statement  the  draft  program  lays  the  basis  for  a complete 
break  with  reformism.  However,  it  states  only  part  of  the  truth. 
For  it  is  also  true  that  in  the  country  where  the  majority  of  the 
working  class  was  following  the  Bolsheviks,  the  Communists,  the 
working  class  did  take  power  and  did  forestall  the  coming  of 
reaction  and  fascism . Moreover,  instead  of  the  victory  of  fascism, 
the  working  class,  under  the  leadership  of  the  Communists, 
brought  about  the  victory  of  socialism.  That  was  in  the  Soviet 
Union — the  former  empire  of  the  tsar  and  capitalists.  This  is 
incontestable  history. 

From  this  fact  it  follows,  therefore,  that  the  draft  program  has 
raised  here  (but  has  not  fully  answered)  a more  general  question: 
which  of  the  two  ways  has  history  proven  correct — the  Bolshevik 
way  or  the  reformist  way,  the  way  of  German  Social-Democracy? 
The  answer  is  implied  even  in  that  part  of  the  truth  which  the 
draft  program  expresses.  When  the  program  declares  that  the 
victory  of  fascism  is  directly  traceable  to  the  non-revolutionary 
character  of  the  Socialist  parties,  it  implies  already  the  correct- 
ness of  the  Bolshevik  way  because  the  latter  (where  it  won  the 
majority  of  the  working  class)  not  only  prevented  the  coming  and 
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victory  of  fascism,  but  secured  the  victory  of  socialism.  It  will 
do  the  Socialists  a world  of  good,  and  will  be  of  great  value  to 
the  labor  movement  as  a whole,  when  the  Left  wing  will  come 
to  the  point  of  expressing  also  this  second  part  of  the  truth. 

To  the  honor  of  the  draft  program,  be  it  said,  it  goes  even 
further  in  examining  the  responsibilities  of  reformism  in  the  vic- 
tory of  fascism.  It  states: 

“In  rejecting  the  Marxian  conception  of  the  state  as  an  instru- 
ment of  class  oppression  and  in  clinging  to  capitalist  democracy, 
the  Social-Democratic  Party  of  Germany  objectively  prepared  the 
conditions  for  the  victory  of  fascism”  (p.  9 — Our  emphasis — AS.), 

The  statement — “German  Social-Democracy  prepared  the  con- 
ditions for  the  victory  of  fascism” — expresses  a great  truth.  Only 
by  learning  all  the  lessons  derivable  from  this  truth  will  the 
working  class  be  able  to  defeat  reaction  and  fascism  and  achieve 
socialism.  This  statement  in  the  draft  program  is  of  tremendous 
significance  for  the  Leftward  development  of  the  Socialist  Party. 

At  the  same  time,  we  must  point  out  that  certain  conclusions 
are  inescapable  from  the  above  statement.  These  conclusions  are: 

1.  The  Leninist  estimation  of  Social -Democracy  as  the  main 
social  support  of  the  bourgeoisie  was  correct.  Only  because  it 
functioned  as  the  main  social  support  of  the  bourgeoisie,  German 
Social-Democracy  “prepared  the  conditions  for  the  victory  of 
fascism”.  The  Communists  said:  it  paved  the  road  for  fascism, 
which  amounts  to  the  same  thing. 

2.  Had  the  German  working  class  taken  the  Communist  road, 
i.e.,  the  revolutionary  road,  fascism  would  never  have  triumphed. 

3.  Precisely  because  of  these  truths,  the  Socialist  workers 
and  organizations  are  beginning  to  break  with  the  reformist  pol- 
icy of  supporting  the  bourgeoisie,  are  beginning  to  demand  that 
Social-Democracy  cease  functioning  as  the  main  social  support 
of  the  bourgeoisie.  It  was  because  of  these  truths,  whether  ex- 
pressed fully  or  not,  that  the  draft  program  itself,  and  the  Left 
wing  which  produced  it,  came  into  being.  If  not  for  them,  there 
would  be  no  Left  wing  and  no  draft  program. 

4.  And  most  important  of  all:  it  moves  further  away  from 
reformist  influences;  it  is  engaging  in  united  front  struggles  with 
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the  Communists,  and  is  working  for  a single  political  party  of 
the  proletariat  on  the  basis  of  revolutionary  Marxism. 

These  are  the  inescapable  conclusions  from  the  declaration  of 
the  draft  program  that  “the  Social-Democratic  Party  of  Germany 
objectively  prepared  the  conditions  for  the  victory  of  fascism”. 
The  more  astounding,  therefore,  is  the  sentence  in  the  draft  pro- 
gram which  follows  this  declaration: 

“The  disruptive  policies  of  the  Communist  Party  of  Germany,  its 
organizational  and  ideological  flirtations  with  fascism,  its  theory  of 
social-fascism  and  opposition  to  the  united  front,  its  complete  de- 
pendence upon  the  policies  of  the  Communist  Party  of  the  Soviet 
Union  for  its  own  policies,  contributed  just  as  much  to  the  victory 
of  fascism”  (p.  9). 

This  sentence  introduces  something  which  does  not  belong  to 
the  draft  program.  It  imposes  upon  the  program  counter-revolu- 
tionary Trotskyite  influences.  It  is  altogether  out  of  tune  with  the 
main  trend  of  the  program.  It  hurts  the  draft  program  and  it 
hurts  the  Left  wing. 

What  is  there  to  that  sentence?  Let  us  take  it  point  by  point. 

1.  “The  disruptive  policies  of  the  Communist  Party  of  Ger- 
many.” When  a Louis  Waldman  or  an  Abe  Cahan  makes  such  a 
statement  it  has  definite  reformist  and  counter-revolutionary 
meaning.  These  worthies  mean  that  the  German  Communist  Party 
carried  on  a merciless  struggle  against  the  ideology  and  policies 
of  those  who  have,  in  the  words  of  the  draft  program,  “prepared 
the  conditions  for  the  victory  of  fascism”.  When  Trotsky  says  it, 
he  means  the  same  thing;  he  means  to  condemn  the  struggle  of 
the  German  Communist  Party  against  reformism,  against  those 
who  have  paved  the  way  for  fascism.  But  when  the  draft  program 
says  it,  what  can  it  mean?  It  has  itself,  in  the  previous  para- 
graph, condemned  German  Social-Democracy  as  the  force  that 
has  paved  the  way  for  the  victory  of  Hitler;  and,  then,  it  turns 
around  and  condemns  the  German  Communist  Party  for  having 
fought  against  the  people  that  paved  the  way  for  fascism.  Strange, 
very  strange.  It  is  strange  that  the  Left  elements  which  are  re- 
sponsible for  the  condemnation  of  German  Social-Democracy 
should  have  allowed  this  Old  Guard  and  Trotskyite  slander  to 
creep  into  the  draft  program.  We  repeat:  it  does  not  belong  there. 
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2.  “Its  organizational  and  ideological  flirtations  with  fas- 
cism.” Where?  When?  Why  didn’t  you,  Left  authors  of  the  draft 
program,  ask  the  Trotskyite  who  imparted  to  you  this  wild  slan- 
der to  back  it  up  with  some  facts?  Your  draft  program  does  not 
bring  any  facts,  because  there  are  none  in  existence.  Slanders  there 
are  aplenty  in  the  Old  Guard  and  Trotskyite  press,  but  not  facts. 
The  facts , for  those  who  want  to  see  them,  are  that  the  German 
Communist  Party  stood  from  the  beginning  and  stands  today  in 
the  forefront  of  the  struggle  against  fascism. 

3.  “Its  theory  of  social-fascism  and  opposition  to  the  united 
front.”  This  is  curious.  Prior  to  making  this  statement  the  draft 
program  itself  formulated  a complete  theory  of  social-fascism.  It 
stated  (we  repeat  the  quotation) : 

“In  rejecting  the  Marxian  conception  of  the  state  as  an  instru- 
ment of  class  oppression  and  in  clinging  to  capitalist  democracy,  the 
Social-Democratic  Party  of  Germany  objectively  prepared  the  condi - 
ditions  for  the  victory  of  fascism”  (p.  9). 

What  is  this  but  a theory  of  social-fascism?  What  is  social- 
fascism?  It  is  socialism  in  words  and  “preparing  the  conditions 
for  the  victory  of  fascism”  (paving  the  road  for  fascism) — in 
deed . This  was  all  social-fascism  ever  meant.  And  this  is  precisely 
what  the  draft  program  says  about  German  Social-Democracy. 
If  you,  Left  Socialists,  are  right  in  saying  so,  and  you  are  right, 
then  why  was  it  wrong  for  the  German  Communist  Party  to  say 
so?  Instead  of  condemning  it,  you  should  extend  praise  because 
it  said  it,  not  in  1936,  with  Hitler  in  power,  but  in  the  years  pre- 
ceding, and  it  said  it  in  order  to  stop  fascism , to  prevent  German 
Social-Democracy  from  “preparing  the  conditions  for  the  victory 
of  fascism”. 

As  to  Communist  “opposition  to  the  united  front” — well,  well. 
. . . But,  please,  tell  us:  Was  German  Social-Democracy  for  the 
united  front?  Can  you  bring  one  instance  of  German  Social- 
Democracy  proposing  a united  front  with  the  Communist  Party 
and  the  Communist  Party  refusing?  You  cannot,  because  there  is 
not  one  such  instance.  But  do  you  know,  not  of  one  but  many 
instances  when  the  Communist  Party  proposed  a united  front  and 
the  Social-Democratic  Party  refused?  Yes,  you  do.  The  whole 
world  knows  by  now  of  these  instances.  The  Communist  Party 
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fought  for  the  united  front;  the  Social-Democratic  Party  fought 
against  the  united  front.  And  why?  Because  the  Communists 
stood  for  the  unity  of  action  of  the  working  class  against  capital- 
ism, whereas  Social-Democracy  stood  for  collaboration  with  capi- 
talism against  the  working  class.  The  draft  program  itself  makes 
it  clear  that  the  Socialist  parties  were  reformist  organizations. 
But  reformism  means  class  collaboration,  means  perpetuating  the 
split  in  the  working  class  brought  about  by  imperialism,  means 
opposition  to  the  unity  of  action  of  the  working  class  against  the 
bourgeoisie.  Communism,  on  the  other  hand,  has  fought  and  still 
fights  for  the  unity  of  action  of  the  proletariat  leading  its  allies. 
And  now,  when  the  Socialist  workers  and  organizations  are  be- 
ginning to  break  with  reformism,  as  the  draft  program  does,  the 
struggle  of  the  Communist  Party  for  the  united  front  is  meeting 
with  greater  and  ever  greater  success.  Not  enough,  by  far,  but  a 
good  beginning.  But  what  still  stands  in  the  way  is  the  reformist 
influences.  They  are  responsible  for  the  reluctance  of  the  Lefts 
to  move  faster  in  the  direction  of  the  united  front. 

4.  “Its  complete  dependence  upon  the  policies  of  the  Com- 
munist Party  of  the  Soviet  Union  for  its  own  policies.”  This  is 
another  one  of  those  broadsides  which  may  mean  everything  in 
general  (Trotskyism,  Old  Guardism,  and  what  not)  and  nothing 
in  particular.  Does  it  mean  that  the  German  Communist  Party 
was  following  “developments  in  the  Soviet  Union  in  order  to 
profit  by  the  experiences  gained  in  the  building  of  socialism”  and 
was  utilizing  “its  achievements  in  the  work  of  educating  the  . . . 
workers  to  socialism”?  If  so,  this  is  exactly  what  the  draft  pro- 
gram promises  (on  page  26)  to  do  in  the  United  States.  Or  else 
does  it  mean  that  the  German  Communist  Party  was  openly  striv- 
ing to  win  the  German  working  class  to  insure  the  victory  of 
the  Red  Army  in  case  of  a counter-revolutionary  war  against  the 
Soviet  Union?  This  is  precisely  what  the  German  Communist 
Party  did.  For  this — all  glory  to  it,  and  to  its  leader,  Thaelmann! 
Surely,  the  draft  program  could  not  mean  to  condemn  the  Ger- 
man Party  for  that.  What  was  it,  then?  Was  it,  perhaps,  the  fact 
that  the  German  Communist  Party  was  trying  to  profit  by  the 
tremendous  experiences  of  the  leading  party  in  the  Communist 
International — the  Bolshevik  Party  of  the  Soviet  Union?  The 
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German  Party  did  just  that,  and  that  is  why  it  is  the  stalwart 
revolutionary  working  class  party  that  is  solidifying  the  German 
masses  in  the  struggle  for  the  overthrow  of  the  bestial  Nazi  re- 
gime. For  Left  Socialists,  this  should  not  be  a cause  for  con- 
demnation. It  can  be  a cause  for  condemnation  — for  the  Old 
Guard  and  for  Trotsky ites. 

Let  no  one  get  the  impression  that  the  Communists  claim  to 
be  free  from  all  errors.  No  such  claim  has  ever  been  put  for- 
ward by  them.  What  they  do  claim,  and  correctly  so,  is  that  they, 
and  not  the  Kautsky  crowd,  are  correct  on  the  question  of  the 
proletarian  revolution,  on  the  question  of  the  road  of  the  develop- 
ment of  the  proleterian  dictatorship  and  the  construction  of  so- 
cialism in  the  Soviet  Union,  and  on  all  fundamental  questions 
of  the  world  labor  movement — those  which  form  the  basis  of  the 
program,  strategy  and  tactics  of  the  Communist  International,  and 
which  determine  its  Leninist-Stalinist  general  line.  The  draft  pro- 
gram itself,  as  we  have  shown,  breaks  with  Kautsky  on  many  of 
these  fundamental  questions  and  moves  in  the  direction  of  the 
Communist  position. 

This,  however,  does  not  mean  that  the  Communists  were  fault- 
less in  applying  this  correct  line  to  the  concrete  conditions  of 
each  country.  The  Seventh  World  Congress  of  the  Communist 
International  has  gone  into  this  question  thoroughly  and  has 
shown  that  this  line  was  frequently  distorted,  mainly  by  sectarian 
errors,  which  militated  seriously  against  the  success  of  the  Bol- 
shevik mass  policies  of  the  Communist  Parties.  Any  non-biased 
person  will  have  to  admit  that  these  criticisms  of  the  Seventh 
World  Congress  have  already  greatly  stimulated  the  Communist 
Parties  to  overcoming  sectarian  survivals,  and  to  applying  more 
effectively  the  general  line  to  the  concrete  conditions  in  each  coun- 
try. It  will  also  have  to  be  admitted  that  the  new  tactical  orienta- 
tion of  the  Communists,  made  possible  and  necessary  by  the 
changed  conditions  (and  the  draft  program  is  no  minor  evidence 
of  these  changes),  has  opened  tremendous  possibilities  for  Com- 
munist mass  work  and  for  the  united  front  against  fascism  and 
war.  In  fact,  one  of  our  major  tactical  criticisms  of  the  draft 
program  is  its  sectarianism,  as  we  shall  show  later. 

But  before  we  proceed,  we  must  make  one  more  observation 
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on  the  question  of  German  Social-Democracy  and  fascism.  The 
draft  program  states  correctly  that  German  Social-Democracy 
abandoned  the  “Marxian  conception  of  the  state”  and  was  “cling- 
ing to  capitalist  democracy”.  This  is  true.  But  something  else  must 
be  said  in  addition.  German  Social-Democracy  clung  to  capitalist 
democracy  only  so  long  as  the  choice  for  the  masses  of  Germany 
was:  bourgeois  democracy  or  proletarian  democracy,  bourgeois 
dictatorship  or  proletarian  dictatorship,  the  Weimar  republic  or 
a German  Soviet  republic.  As  long  as  this  was  the  choice,  begin- 
ning with  1918,  German  Social-Democracy  not  only  “clung”  to 
capitalist  democracy  but  joined  with  the  capitalists  and  Junkers 
to  violently  suppress,  by  terror  and  bloodshed,  the  revolutionary 
movements  of  the  masses  for  a Soviet  Germany.  But  when,  due 
to  these  treacheries,  the  conditions  were  being  prepared  for  the 
coming  of  fascism,  and  the  choice  for  the  masses  in  Germany  be- 
came bourgeois  democracy  or  fascism,  German  Social-Democracy 
did  not  cling  to  capitalist  democracy,  did  not  call  upon  the  masses 
to  rise  in  defense  of  their  bourgeois-democratic  liberties,  did  not 
accept  the  united  front  offers  of  the  Communists  to  fight  jointly 
against  the  coming  of  fascism  to  power,  but  counselled  the  work- 
ers to  remain  quiet  and  patient;  it  rejected  “as  provocative”  the 
proposals  of  the  Communists  and  surrendered  bourgeois  democ- 
racy to  fascism . 

2.  War  and  the  Struggle  for  Peace 

The  draft  program  states  its  position  on  war  plainly.  It  says: 

“So  long  as  the  capitalist  system  remains,  it  will  give  birth  to 
more  and  more  devastating  wars.  . . . Only  the  overthrow  of  capital- 
ism can  put  an  end  to  the  constant  threat  of  war  forever”  (p.  6). 

“The  Socialist  Party  is  opposed  to  all  imperialist  wars.  ...  It 
urges  the  workers  to  rely  primarily  on  their  own  organized  strength 
and  that  of  their  sympathetic  allies  among  the  farmers  and  middle 
classes  to  prevent  war,  to  bring  it  to  a speedy  conclusion  if  it  does 
come,  and  to  defend  oppressed  colonial  peoples”  (p.  22). 

From  this  it  proceeds  to  state  more  fully  what  the  position  of 
the  Socialist  Party  should  be  in  the  event  of  war: 

“If  a war  should  break  out  the  Socialist  Party  will  continue  to 
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oppose  it.  It  will  work  for  a general  strike  to  paralyze  the  conduct 
of  the  war.  It  will  urge  solidarity  with  the  workers  in  the  ‘enemy* 
country,  and  will  take  advantage  of  the  mass  opposition  to  war  to 
work  for  socialism  and  a workers’  and  farmers’  government”  (p.  22). 

The  words  are  Marxian,  but  the  approach  and  treatment  are 

not. 

As  an  introduction  to  the  discussion  of  the  war  question,  one 
could  accept  it  (provisionally)  as  Marxist.  But  the  discussion 
itself  never  comes  in  the  draft  program.  We  are  left  with  an 
introduction  which  remains  hanging  in  the  air.  Clearly  such 
abstract  and  all  too  general  treatment  of  the  war  question  violates 
everything  that  is  Marxian.  To  show  concretely  our  meaning, 
we  quote  from  the  resolution  on  war  adopted  by  the  Seventh 
World  Congress  of  the  Communist  International.  It  declares: 

“The  Communists,  while  fighting  also  against  the  illusion  that 
war  can  be  eliminated  while  the  capitalist  system  still  exists,  exert 
and  will  exert  every  effort  to  prevent  war.  Should  a new  imperialist 
World  War  break  out,  despite  all  efforts  of  the  working  class  to 
prevent  it,  the  Communists  will  strive  to  lead  the  opponents  of  war, 
organized  in  the  struggle  for  peace,  to  the  struggle  for  the  trans- 
formation of  the  imperialist  war  into  civil  war  against  the  fascist 
instigators  of  war,  against  the  bourgeoisie,  for  the  overthrow  of 
capitalism.” 

Two  questions  arise  from  a comparison  of  the  position  of 
the  draft  program  on  the  war  question  with  that  of  the  Com- 
munists. Where  does  the  draft  program  stand  on  the  question  of 
transforming  imperialist  war  into  civil  war?  Where  does  the 
draft  program  stand  on  the  question  of  the  struggle  for  peace? 

1.  The  draft  program  states  that,  in  the  event  of  an  imperialist 
war  breaking  out,  the  Socialist  Party  “will  take  advantage  of  the 
mass  opposition  to  war  to  work  for  socialism  and  a workers’  and 
farmers’  government”.  That  is  very  ambiguous,  to  say  the  least. 
More  than  that — it  is  positively  curious  that  the  Left  Socialists, 
who  have  been  lately  imagining  that  they  were  “more  Left”  than 
the  Communists  on  the  war  question,  should  in  their  own  draft 
program  fall  down  so  badly  on  the  crucial  principle  of  trans- 
forming imperialist  war  into  civil  war.  It  is  claimed,  with  a great 
rattle  of  critical  fireworks,  that  the  Communist  International  has 
gone  opportunist  on  the  question  of  struggle  against  imperialist 
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war.  Now,  the  "’opportunist”  Seventh  World  Congress  (pro- 
ceeding from  the  basic  decisions  of  the  Sixth  Congress)  declared 
that,  should  an  imperialist  world  war  break  out,  the  Communists 
will  strive  to  lead  the  opponents  of  war  “to  the  struggle  for  the 
transformation  of  the  imperialist  war  into  civil  war  \ But  the 
“more  Left”  Left  Socialists  have  somehow  gotten  short  of  breath 
and  all  they  can  say  is  that  they  will  “work  for  socialism  and  a 
workers’  and  farmers9  government99 . Why  do  they  not  go  “at 
least”  as  far  to  the  Left  as  the  “opportunist”  Communists?  Or 
did  the  Leninist  principle  of  “transformation”  become  a sign 
of  opportunism? 

It  is  conceivable  that  the  Left  Socialists  may  not  have  liked 
to  copy  verbatim  from  the  resolutions  of  the  Communist  Interna- 
tional. This  is  quite  conceivable.  But  if  they  agreed  with 
the  revolutionary  substance,  they  could  have  chosen  the  formu- 
lation adopted  by  the  Stuttgart  Congress  of  the  pre-war  Second 
International,  which  said : 

“If  nevertheless  war  breaks  out,  it  is  their  duty  to  work  for  its 
speedy  termination  and  to  strive  with  all  their  might  to  utilize  the 
economic  and  political  crisis  produced  by  the  war  to  rouse  the  politi- 
cal consciousness  of  the  masses  of  the  people  and  thereby  hasten  the 
downfall  of  capitalist  class  rule.” 

This  is  the  famous  thesis  advanced  by  Lenin  and  Luxemburg 
at  the  Stuttgart  Congress  and  adopted  by  it.  Would  this  not 
be  preferrable  to  such  vague  and  ambiguous  words  as  “working 
for  socialism”?  It  goes  without  saying  that  a clear  and  unequiv- 
ocal statement  by  the  Left  wing  that  their  formulation  was  in- 
tended to  mean  the  same  thing  as  the  Stuttgart  resolution,  would 
go  a long  way  in  dispelling  justified  doubts  on  this  point. 

2.  The  draft  program  further  states — that  it  is  the  task  of 
the  Socialist  Party  to  urge  the  workers  and  their  allies  to  fight 
“to  prevent  war”.  This  is  a correct  position.  It  is  also  the 
Communist  position,  as  is  well  known.  The  struggle  “to  prevent 
war”  follows  from  the  very  analysis  of  the  world  situation,  as 
given  in  the  draft  program  itself.  The  draft  program  reads: 

“Fascism  leads  directly  to  war”  (p.  9). 

“The  rearming  of  Germany,  the  Italian  invasion  of  Ethiopia, 
Japan’s  seizure  of  Manchuria  and  Northern  China,  and  her  activities 
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against  the  Soviet  Union,  the  endeavor  of  the  fascist  rulers  of  Ger- 
many  to  provoke  an  attack  upon  the  Soviet  Union,  indicate  that  a 
new  world  war  is  more  imminent  and  dangerous  than  ever”  (p.  6). 

The  analysis  of  the  situation  is  clearly  presented  here;  but 
the  practical  conclusion  is  not.  The  analysis  shows  that  fascism 
is  the  chief  instigator  of  war  at  the  present  time  and  that  Ger- 
man fascism  is  the  most  dangerous  war  incendiary.  This  is 
what  the  draft  program  states  in  so  many  words.  It  also  shows 
that  the  main  object  of  attack  of  these  chief  instigators  of  war  is 
the  Soviet  Union.  From  this  certain  conclusions  follow:  that  the 
struggle  against  the  war  danger  today  demands  concentration 
upon  checking  and  defeating  the  war  plans  of  fascism;  that  the 
struggle  against  imperialist  war  is  inseparably  connected  with 
the  struggle  for  the  defense  of  the  Soviet  Union.  In  other  words, 
(1)  one  cannot  fight  seriously  against  the  danger  of  war  without 
concentrating  one’s  main  blows  against  the  fascist  instigators  of 
war;  (2)  one  cannot  fight  consistently  against  war  without  basing 
oneself  upon  the  defense  of  the  Soviet  Union.  Let  us  keep  these 
conclusions  well  in  mind.  We  shall  stand  in  need  of  them  a 
little  later. 

For  the  moment  it  is  necessary  to  clarify  another  question, 
that  of  the  struggle  for  peace.  The  Seventh  World  Congress  of 
the  Communist  International  has  stated  its  position  as  follows: 

“In  face  of  the  war  provocations  of  the  German  fascists  and  the 
Japanese  militarists,  and  the  speeding  up  of  armaments  by  the  war 
parties  in  the  capitalist  countries,  in  face  of  the  immediate  danger 
of  counter-revolutionary  war  breaking  out  against  the  Soviet  Union, 
the  central  slogan  of  the  Communist  Parties  must  be:  struggle  for 
peace.” 

We  fail  to  find  in  the  draft  program  a clear  statement  that 
the  central  task  of  the  anti-war  struggle  today  is  the  struggle  for 
peace.  The  idea  is  implied  in  the  statement  that  the  Socialist 
Party  must  struggle  “to  prevent  war”.  But  that  is  not  enough. 
Socialists  were  always  committed  to  fight  “to  prevent  war”,  yet 
it  was  not  always  so  that  the  proposal  was  brought  forward  to 
make  the  struggle  for  peace  the  central  slogan  for  the  fight.  The 
Seventh  World  Congress  of  the  Communist  International  brought 
forward  this  proposal  and  the  Communist  Parties  of  all  coun- 
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tries  are  fighting  for  it.  What  Joes  the  Left  wing  of  the  Socialist 
Party  think  of  it?  The  draft  program  does  not  answer  this 
fundamental  question  and  thus  leaves  a big  hole  in  the  anti-war 
program  of  the  Left  Socialists. 

Why  do  we  urge  the  struggle  for  peace  as  the  central  slogan? 
Because  (a)  the  working  class  and  all  toilers  are  interested  vitally 
in  the  maintenance  of  peace;  (b)  the  maintenance  of  peace  serves 
the  best  interests  of  the  revolutionary  and  labor  movements  in  the 
capitalist  countries,  enabling  them  to  grow  stronger  for  the 
struggle  against  capitalism,  and  also  it  serves  the  interests  of 
socialist  construction  in  the  Soviet  Union.  In  brief,  the  mainte- 
nance of  peace  serves  the  interests  of  socialism  everywhere; 
(c)  the  struggle  for  the  maintenance  of  peace,  if  carried  on 
correctly,  tends  to  frustrate  the  war  plans  of  fascism  and  thus  be- 
comes a powerful  means  of  struggle  against  fascist  rule  and 
against  the  fascists  in  all  capitalist  countries;  (d)  the  peace 
forces  today  are  actually  strong  enough,  when  working  unitedly, 
to  undertake  the  task  of  checking  and  frustrating  the  designs  of 
the  war  makers.  The  strongest  force  is  the  Soviet  Union  and 
with  it  the  working  class  and  its  allies  in  the  capitalist  countries. 
Then  there  are  the  small  countries  whose  existence  is  threatened 
by  the  fascist  war  instigators.  And  lastly,  there  is  the  utiliza- 
tion of  the  rivalries  between  the  imperialists,  some  of  whom  are 
now  interested  (for  imperialist  reasons)  in  the  maintenance  of 
the  status  quo. 

For  these  reasons  the  Communists  propose  to  fight  against 
imperialist  war  under  the  central  slogan  of  the  struggle  for  peace. 
The  draft  program  does  not  touch  the  question.  It  looks  as 
though  some  of  the  influences  were  exerted  to  avoid  it.  But  that 
may  yet  turn  out  to  be  a fatal  error.  For  in  the  struggle  for 
peace  is  involved  one  of  the  central  class  aims  of  the  proletariat. 
It  does  not  help  any  to  know  that  the  Left  Socialists  are  for  peace 
if  their  program  gives  a wrong  lead  on  how  to  fight  for  peace. 
To  fight  for  peace  in  a wrong  way  means  to  fight  against  peace. 
And  to  fight  in  a wrong  way  for  peace  means  to  obstruct  the 
maturing  of  the  conditions  for  the  eventual  growing  of  the 
struggle  for  peace  into  a struggle  for  revolution.  In  short,  a 
wrong  struggle  for  peace  hurts  the  interests  of  socialism. 
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In  conclusion:  the  draft  program  suffers  from  a vital  defect 
on  the  question  of  the  struggle  for  peace.  The  struggle  for  peace 
is  not  in  the  draft  program. 

But  its  omissions  follow  from  its  own  analysis.  True,  it  is  not 
complete.  It  does  not  show  the  main  line  of  contradictions  in  the 
imperialist  camp  (England  versus  the  United  States)  ; it  does  not 
expose  the  contradictions  in  the  Pacific  and  Far  East  (Japan, 
England,  the  United  States),  a knowledge  of  which  is  so  impor- 
tant for  a correct  struggle  against  the  war  makers  in  the  United 
States.  Above  all,  it  does  not  clearly  demonstrate  that  the  chief 
world  contradiction  today  is  that  between  the  world  of  capitalism 
and  the  world  of  socialism — the  Soviet  Union.  Yet,  as  shown 
above,  it  points  clearly  to  the  main  source  of  war  today — fascism 
— to  the  main  objective  of  the  war  makers — the  destruction  of 
the  Soviet  Union.  Two  conclusions  follow  from  this:  the  neces- 
sity to  concentrate  against  the  fascist  war  instigators  and  their 
supporters  in  all  capitalist  countries,  and  the  defense  of  the 
Soviet  Union.  But  the  draft  program  makes  these  conclusions 
only  in  part: 

It  states: 

“It  [the  Socialist  Party — A.B. ] will  therefore  defend  the  Soviet 
Union  against  all  capitalist  attacks”  (p.  26). 

This  stand  is  fundamental,  of  course.  We  have  already 
shown  the  great  significance  of  this  declaration.  But  inasmuch 
as  the  draft  program  is  intended  as  a program  of  action,  for 
today  and  every  day,  it  should  indicate  how  the  defense  of  the 
Soviet  Union  has  to  be  carried  on  now , in  the  present  world  situa- 
tion, and  in  the  face  of  the  concrete  and  specific  dangers  coming 
from  German  fascism,  Japanese  militarism,  etc.  It  should  show 
how  the  American  working  class  and  all  toilers  can  collaborate 
with  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  peace  forces  everywhere  for  the 
maintenance  of  peace.  This,  for  the  moment,  is  the  chief  prac- 
tical way  of  fighting  against  war  and  defending  the  Soviet  Union. 
This  follows  from  the  very  analysis  of  the  draft  program.  But, 
unfortunately,  the  draft  program  does  not  make  this  conclusion . 
And  without  it,  the  important  and  significant  declaration  of  the 
defense  of  the  Soviet  Union  remains  hanging  in  the  air. 
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This  is  bad  enough  for  the  Left  wing,  a serious  sectarian 
error.  It  confines  itself  to  general  declarations  without  showing 
the  masses  how  to  fight  for  them.  But  there  is  something  worse 
coming.  It  is  the  statement  that — 

“It  cannot  approve  the  present  foreign  policy  of  the  Soviet  Union 
nor  the  attempted  subordination  of  the  international  labor  movement 
to  that  policy”  (p.  27). 

The  Soviet  foreign  policy  is  a policy  of  struggle  for  peace. 
Even  the  enemy  has  to  admit  that.  Is  the  draft  program  then 
against  the  struggle  for  peace?  True,  we  have  already  shown 
that  the  draft  program  does  not  formulate  a policy  of  struggle 
for  peace  and  this  is  a vital  defect.  But  we  have  assumed  that 
this  was  a sectarian  error,  which  no  doubt  it  is.  But  when  it 
proceeds  to  add  a choice  morsel  of  Trotsky ite  influence,  we  are 
duty  bound  to  ask:  is  the  Left  wing  for  a struggle  for  peace  or 
against  a struggle  for  peace?  If  it  is  for  it,  not  only  in  words 
but  in  deeds,  the  best  thing  it  can  do  is  to  strike  out  at  once  from 
its  draft  program  the  sentence,  “It  cannot  approve  . . . .”  The 
American  labor  movement  is  too  vitally  interested  in  the  success 
of  the  Left  wing  to  let  it,  under  Trotskyite  counter-revolutionary 
influence,  ruin  its  prospects  by  failure  to  enter  wholeheartedly 
into  the  mass  struggle  for  peace. 

Believing  apparently  that  the  offensive  is  the  best  defensive, 
the  draft  program  strikes  out  against  the  Communist  policy  of 
struggle  for  peace  in  the  following,  rather  childish  way.  It  states: 

“It  is  opposed  to  . . . communo^chauvinism  which  stands  for  na- 
tional defense”  (p.  22). 

“Communo-chauvinism” — that  is  supposed  to  mean  Commu- 
nist chauvinism,  and  Communist  chauvinism  arises  when  Com- 
munists “stand  for  national  defense”.  Well,  let  us  examine  this 
discovery  a little  bit.  If  by  “national  defense”  is  meant,  what 
it  has  always  meant  among  revolutionary  Socialists:  defense  of 
the  capitalist  country  in  time  of  war,  and  if  there  are  Communists 
standing  for  the  defense  of  their  capitalist  countries,  then  such 
Communists  (assuming  that  there  are  such)  are  not  Communists 
at  all  but  social-patriots,  social -chauvinists ; they  are  people  of 
the  Kautsky  stripe.  The  Communist  International,  and  the  Com- 
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munist  Party  of  America,  came  into  being  in  the  struggle  against 
such  people  and  such  bourgeois  tendencies.  And  every  time  such 
tendencies  were  discovered  among  Communists,  they  were  burned 
out  with  a white-hot  iron.  This  would  hold  as  true  today  as  it 
has  always  been.  And  if  the  authors  of  the  draft  program  know 
of  such  Communists  who  have  turned  Kautskyists,  then  let  them 
prefer  charges  against  them  before  the  Communist  Party  and,  if 
the  charges  are  proven  true,  such  “Communists”  will  not  remain 
in  the  Party.  At  the  same  time,  we  would  also  like  to  reserve  the 
right  for  ourselves  to  prefer  charges  against  such  social-chauvinists 
as  Waldman,  Abe  Cahan,  etc.,  and  we  wonder  how  soon  these 
people  would  be  expelled  from  the  Socialist  Party. 

But  if  by  “communo-chauvinism”  is  meant  defense  of  the 
socialist  country,  the  defense  of  the  country  of  the  proletarian 
dictatorship  against  attacks  and  wars  by  capitalism,  then  we  find 
it  hard  to  reconcile  this  with  the  declaration  of  the  draft  program 
itself — that  “It  will  therefore  defend  the  Soviet  Union  against  all 
capitalist  attacks”.  Communists,  as  is  very  well  known,  stand 
for  the  defense  of  the  Soviet  Union  because  it  means  defense  of 
socialism.  The  draft  program  seemingly  stands  for  the  same 
thing.  So  what  does  it  mean  by  “communo-chauvinism”?  More- 
over, Communists  stand  generally  for  the  defense  of  every  socialist 
country;  and  the  moment  the  American  working  class  will  become 
the  ruler  of  this  country,  the  Communists  in  the  United  States  will 
become  champions  of  national  defense,  that  is,  defense  of  the 
American  Socialist  Fatherland.  Will  the  Left  Socialists  be  against 
it?  We  hope  not.  Then,  what  do  they  mean  by  “communo- 
chauvinism”?  Can  they  mean  (unbelievable  as  this  may  sound) 
the  readiness  of  the  Communists  to  work  for  the  victory  of  the  Red 
Army,  with  all  their  means  and  at  all  costs,  in  case  of  a counter- 
revolutionary war  against  the  Soviet  Union?  Do  they  call  this 
“communo-chauvinism”?  Haven’t  they  themselves  pledged  de- 
fense of  the  Soviet  Union  in  their  draft  program?  Or  did  that 
only  mean  defense  in  peace  time  but  not  in  war?  It  is  hard  to 
believe  that  this  would  be  the  case. 

Let  us  ask  a question:  Would  the  Left  Socialists  defend  a 

Socialist  America?  Would  they  be  ready  to  use  all  means, 
regardless  of  cost,  to  defend  a Socialist  United  States  from  a 
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counter-revolutionary  war  of  capitalism?  Would  they  feel  justi- 
fied in  calling  upon  the  workers  and  toilers  of  all  other  countries 
to  do  the  same  in  defense  of  the  Socialist  America?  We  expect 
the  answer  to  be:  Yes.  Well,  then,  the  Soviet  Union  is  a bulwark 
of  world  socialism.  When  we  defend  the  Soviet  Union  we  are 
bringing  nearer  the  day  of  the  victory  of  socialism  in  the  United 
States.  When  we  defend  the  Soviet  Union,  we  are  mobilizing 
forces  against  world  reaction  and  against  capitalist  reaction  in 
the  United  States.  When  we  fight  for  the  Soviet  Union,  we  fight 
against  the  Liberty  League,  Hearst  and  all  fascists  and  semi- 
fascists in  this  country.  In  brief,  when  we  fight  for  the  defense 
of  the  Soviet  Union,  we  fight  for  ourselves , for  the  present  well 
being  and  socialist  future  of  the  American  working  class  and  all 
toilers.  Wouldn’t  you  use  all  means,  and  regardless  of  cost,  to 
achieve  these  objectives?  Or,  would  you  say,  we  will  defend  all 
these  things  only  as  long  as  there  is  no  war  but  will  stop  fighting 
with  the  outbreak  of  war? 

It  seems  that  the  difference  here  is  not  between  revolutionary 
socialism  and  “communo-chauvinism”  but  between  revolutionary 
socialism — communism — and  remnants  of  social -chauvinism  made 
appetizing  with  choice  morsels  of  counter-revolutionary  Trotsky- 
ism. It  would  more  than  repay  the  Left  Socialists  if  they  re- 
flected more  deeply  about  this  matter. 

One  more  point  on  the  war  question — the  League  of  Nations. 
The  draft  program  states: 

“It  does  not  believe  that  war  can  be  stopped  by  devices  of  capi- 
talist governments  whether  they  take  the  form  of  the  League  of 
Nations,  security  pacts,  or  sanctions”  (p.  22). 

We  are  certainly  glad  to  see  the  Left  wing  break  with  the 
traditional  Socialist  Party  position  on  the  League  of  Nations. 
That  position  is  reliance  upon  the  bourgeois  governments  and  the 
League  of  Nations  to  stop  war.  That  position  was  formulated 
(by  Hillquit)  at  a time  when  the  League  of  Nations  was  just 
formed  and  its  functions  were  (a)  to  enforce  the  robber  peace 
of  Versailles  upon  the  defeated  countries  and  (b)  to  mobilize 
the  capitalist  world  for  blockade  and  intervention  in  the  Soviet 
Union.  The  Bolsheviks  and  the  Communist  International  pointed 
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that  out  and  waged  a merciless  struggle  against  the  reformist 
position  of  supporting  the  League  of  Nations. 

It,  therefore,  will  be  easy  to  understand  why  we  are  glad 
that  the  Left  Socialists  are  finally  breaking  with  this  reformist 
position  of  the  Socialist  Party.  Even  though  the  break  is  not 
complete,  and  sectarianism  is  creeping  into  it,  the  present  position 
moves  in  the  direction  of  a correct  revolutionary  policy  on  the 
question.  We  are  also  glad  to  see  that  the  Left  Socialists  will 
place  chief  dependence  upon  the  peace  forces  of  the  masses,  the 
working  class,  in  the  first  instance;  that  they  will  not  depend  upon 
the  bourgeois  governments  and  the  League  of  Nations  to  preserve 
peace.  At  the  same  time,  it  is  rather  childish  to  imply  opposition 
to  all  security  pacts  and  sanctions,  regardless  of  whom,  when,  and 
under  what  circumstances.  Lenin  and  Stalin  exploded  this  child- 
ishness long  ago.  All  we  want  to  say  here  on  this  question  is  the 
following.  It  is  possible  to  maintain  this  attitude  of  opposition 
to  “all  pacts  and  sanctions”  only  so  long  as  it  is  confined  to 
documents  designed  only  for  the  consumption  of  a little  sect. 
But  the  minute  you  step  forward  to  struggle  for  peace,  seeking 
not  only  to  preach  but  actually  to  check  and  frustrate  the  war 
plans  of  the  fascist  and  reactionaries,  that  very  minute  you  will 
agree  to  use  pacts  and  sanctions  provided  it  can  be  shown  that 
these  will  be  helpful,  no  matter  how  little  or  temporary,  for  the 
preservation  of  peace . It  is  a practical  question  and  should  be 
settled  on  that  hasis.  The  question  of  principle  is  who  are  the 
chief  forces  to  base  the  struggle  for  peace  upon?  And  these  are: 
the  working  class  and  its  allies  in  all  capitalist  countries  and  the 
Soviet  Union.  When  these  forces  collaborate,  in  the  united  and 
people’s  fronts,  they  also  secure  the  support  of  the  small  nations 
that  are  threatened  by  war  and  effectively  utilize  the  contradictions 
between  the  imperialist  powers.  When  the  Left  Socialists  have 
understood  this,  they  will  have  little  difficulty  in  finding  the  cor- 
rect way  on  pacts,  sanctions,  etc. 

3.  The  Straggle  for  the  United  Front 

What  does  the  draft  program  have  to  say  on  this  basic  and 
test  question  of  the  united  front?  It  will  have  to  be  agreed  upon 
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that  this  is  a test  question.  Correct  words  are  important,  but  only 
when  followed  up  by  correct  deeds,  and  deeds  today  mean — the 
united  front.  So,  what  has  the  program  to  say  on  that? 

“Considering  united  action  by  the  workers  essential,  the  Socialist 
Party  favors  the  united  front  of  all  labor  organizations,  political, 
economic,  fraternal,  for  the  purpose  of  achieving  immediate  aims,  and 
of  developing  labor  solidarity.  To  be  effective,  a united  front  must 
base  its  roots  in  the  organized  labor  movement.  A formal  united 
front,  representative  of  different  political  views,  but  without  the  or- 
ganized workers,  is  futile.  The  essential  function  of  the  united 
front  is  to  promote  the  action  of  the  working  class”  (p.  25). 

As  a general  statement  on  the  united  front,  one  could  sub- 
scribe to  it  with  few  modifications.  For  example:  to  say  that 
united  action  by  the  workers  “is  essential”  is  correct  at  all  times 
but  is  insufficient  at  the  present  time.  Now  it  is  the  absolute 
condition  for  any  effective  struggle  against  capitalist  reaction, 
fascism  and  war.  To  fail  to  see  that  clearly  (and  to  say  so), 
to  fail  to  feel  that  acutely  and  to  make  the  masses  feel  the  same 
way,  is  to  commit  an  unpardonable  crime  against  the  working 
class.  Only  sectarians  will  today  confine  themselves  to  appeal 
for  united  front  only  on  the  general  ground  of  “developing  labor 
solidarity”.  Of  course  that’s  what  we  need.  But  that  we  always 
needed;  today  we  need  it  especially  to  check  and  frustrate  the 
offensive  of  capitalist  reaction  or  else  face  the  coming  of  fascism. 
It  is  also  true,  in  a general  way,  that  a “formal”  united  front 
of  two  relatively  small  political  parties  which  do  not  seek  to  win 
the  “organized”  workers  (and  unorganized)  for  the  united  front, 
is  “futile”.  Worse  than  futile.  But  to  say  this  alone  is  to  mouth 
generalities  and  abstractions.  One  must  also  say  that  a united 
front  between  the  Socialist  and  Communist  Parties,  even  with 
their  present  strength,  would  infinitely  increase  the  appealing 
force  of  the  united  front  and  of  united  action  for  the  masses 
generally  and  especially  for  the  organized  workers.  With  these 
modifications,  we  can  accept  the  above  statement  as  generally 
correct. 

But  we  cannot  accept  the  following: 

“Therefore,  while  favoring  united  action  of  all  sections  and  ten- 
dencies in  the  labor  movement,  the  Socialist  Party  will  give  first 
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consideration  to  the  need  for  united  action  supported  by  the  organ- 
ized labor  movement”  (p.  25). 

Why  can’t  we  accept  this  statement?  Certainly,  not  because 
we  are  not  mindful  of  the  vital  importance  of  winning  the  trade 
unions  to  the  support  of  the  united  front.  To  draw  them  into 
united  action  against  capitalist  reaction  and  war  is  the  task  of  the 
united  front.  But  we  cannot  accept  as  correct  the  division  of  the 
task  as  given  by  the  draft  program,  namely,  that  the  Socialist 
Party  will  try  to  win  the  trade  unions  to  united  action  and  that 
it  will  then  join  also  with  the  Communists.  This  division  is 
totally  artificial,  impractical,  and  vitiates  the  immediate  united 
action  of  large  sections  of  American  toilers.  It  is  counter  to  the 
interests  of  the  united  front  against  the  offensive  of  the  capitalists 
which  is  becoming  more  arrogant  and  bloodthirsty  every  day. 
See  the  Liberty  League,  Hearst  & Co.  See  Tampa  and  Detroit. 
See  with  open  eyes,  and  not  through  sectarian  glasses,  what  is 
happening  throughout  the  country. 

What  are  the  facts  and  experiences  so  far  in  the  struggle  for 
the  united  front? 

1.  Wherever  the  Socialists  and  Communists  had  joined  efforts 
in  the  struggle  for  a common  objective,  the  result  was  large  mass 
participation  in  the  united  action,  larger  than  the  two  parties  ever 
mobilized  separately,  and,  in  some  instances,  a considerable 
measure  of  immediate  success . The  outstanding  example  is  the 
joint  struggle  in  behalf  of  Herndon.  Was  that  good  or  bad  for 
the  working  class  and  for  the  united  front?  Positively  good. 
Did  that  help  or  hurt  the  cause  of  winning  the  trade  unions  to 
the  united  front?  It  positively  helped.  Then,  what  sense  is 
there  in  saying  that,  first  of  all,  we  will  go  to  the  unions  and 
after  that,  maybe,  we  will  also  try  to  do  something  with  the  Com- 
munists? This  is  nonsense.  The  actual  and  successful  practice  of 
achieving  united  action  supported  by  organized  labor  goes  hand 
in  hand  with  effecting  the  Socialist-Communist  united  front . 

2.  Wherever  the  Socialists  and  Communists  collaborate  in  the 
trade  unions,  the  greatest  achievements  have  been  registered  in 
the  cause  of  winning  the  organized  labor  movement  to  the  united 
front.  The  achievements  are  very  small  but  this  is  the  result  of 
insufficient  joint  effort,  the  result  precisely  of  the  idea  of  “first, 
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unions — second,  Communists”.  What  were  the  experiences  of 
the  teachers’  convention?  A frank  and  honest  answer  will  say: 
collaboration  between  Socialists  and  Communists.  This  resulted 
in  rallying  the  progressives  and  all  honest  elements  in  the  union 
for  a successful  repulsion  of  the  efforts  of  the  reactionaries  to 
split  the  union ; it  resulted  in  strengthening  the  union  and  making 
it  a better  weapon  in  the  hands  of  the  teachers  for  the  improve- 
ment of  their  conditions.  What  was  the  process  in  actuality  and 
not  in  sectarian  imaginings?  First,  united  understanding  and 
action  between  Socialists  and  Communists,  then — a successful 
winning  of  the  organized  labor  movement  to  labor  solidarity  and 
united  action  against  the  capitalists  and  their  reactionary  agents 
in  the  union. 

What  were  the  experiences  at  the  last  convention  of  the  A.  F. 
of  L.?  Again  a frank  and  honest  answer  will  be:  to  the  extent 
that  the  Socialists  and  Communists  collaborated  in  that  conven- 
tion, a relatively  successful  mobilization  of  the  progressives  was 
achieved,  first,  on  the  issue  of  the  Labor  Party  and,  second,  on 
exerting  influence  upon  the  industrial  block  in  a more  progressive 
direction.  This  fact  is  indisputable.  And  what  was  the  process 
there?  Not,  as  the  draft  program  imagines,  first,  unions;  second. 
Communists,  but  just  the  other  way  around. 

This  is  the  only  way  it  must  go.  How  else  will  the  Socialists 
work  in  the  unions  for  united  action?  Will  they  ignore  the  Com- 
munists? This  cannot  be  done;  the  Comipunists  are  too  influen- 
tial for  that.  Fight  the  Communists?  Surely,  the  Socialists  in 
the  unions  are  not  going  to  fight  those  who  are  for  the  united 
front?  Then,  what  else  will  they  do?  They  will  do  (if  they 
really  fight  for  the  united  front)  what  the  Socialists  in  the 
teachers’  union  did,  and  what  the  Socialists  in  the  A.  F.  of  L. 
convention  did.  They  will  unite  with  the  Communists  and  jointly 
they  will  seek  to  win  the  progressives  and  all  honest  trade  union- 
ists to  the  support  of  united  action.  They  will  do  exactly  the 
opposite  of  what  the  sectarian  influences  in  the  draft  program 
propose  to  do. 

Sectarianism  is  the  great  enemy  of  the  draft  program.  This 
is  seen  nowhere  so  clearly  as  in  its  treatment  (if  treatment  it  can 
be  called)  of  the  organization  of  the  anti-war  and  anti-fascist 
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front.  One  would  expect  that  the  Left  wing  of  the  Socialist 
Party  would  by  now  have  a clear  understanding  that  the  struggle 
against  fascism  and  war  is  the  central  task  of  the  working  class, 
the  central  objective  of  the  united  front,  the  central  policy  of  a 
working  class  party.  But,  no.  This  is  not  the  case.  The  organ- 
ization of  the  mass  front  against  fascism  and  war  is  handled  as  a 
problem  of  creating  “sympathetic  mass  organizations”  for  the 
Socialist  Party.  And  the  people  who  have  been  doing  this,  and 
have  thus  made  themselves  responsible  for  a monstrous  travesty 
upon  the  united  front  against  fascism  and  war,  have  the  audacity 
to  demand  of  the  Communists  more  proofs  of  “sincerity”  in  the 
matter  of  the  united  front! 

One  reads  the  following: 

“The  Party  will  therefore  help  in  the  building  of  organizations 
catering  to  the  special  needs  and  interests  of  the  workers.  . . .” 

and,  then,  in  parenthesis , 

. . (cultural,  sport,  housewives,  anti-war  or  anti-fascist , etc.)” 

(p.  29). 

The  emphasis  is  our,  but  the  words  are  theirs.  And  they  say 
that  the  organization  of  the  anti-war  or  anti-fascist  struggles  are 
relegated  to  the  position  of  “sympathetic  mass  organizations”. 
And  what  should  Socialists  do  in  these  organizations?  The  draft 
program  says: 

“Socialists  in  such  organizations,  without  becoming  narrow  and 
factional,  should  endeavor  to  educate  these  organizations  towards 
socialism,  recruit  members  for  the  Socialist  Party  from  the  more  ad- 
vanced members,  and  on  appropriate  occasions  advocate  joint  action 
with  the  Socialist  Party  or  other  labor  organizations.” 

A sort  of  private  united  front  of  the  Socialist  Party.  And  this 
is  the  answer  to  the  insistent  demand  of  the  moment  for  a mass 
united  front,  and  people’s  front,  against  fascism  and  war.  The 
Left  Socialists  are,  of  course,  fully  at  liberty  to  advocate  all  sorts 
of  “sympathetic”  organizations  for  the  Socialist  Party  and  to  re- 
cruit members  from  them.  But  to  assume  that  these  are  the  vehicle 
for  the  mass  struggle  against  fascism  and  war  is  to  expose  oneself 
to  the  charge  of  being  a very  narrow  and  bad  sectarian. 
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There  was  a time  when  we  ourselves  were  not  fully  free  from 
similar  sectarianism.  We  therefore  should  like  to  warn  and 
guard  the  Left  Socialist  against  repeating  our  mistakes.  Rather 
should  they  apply  themselves  to  learn  our  good  and  strong  points. 
And  to  this  end  we  must  emphatically  advance  the  ideas  that — 
The  organization  of  the  struggle  against  fascism  and  war 
means  the  organization  of  a united  and  people’s  front. 

It  means  the  organization  of  a barrier  of  sufficient  strength 
to  check  and  frustrate  the  offensive  of  capitalist  reaction  and 
advance  of  fascism  in  the  United  States. 

It  means  to  promote  the  cause  of  organic  unity  between  the 
Socialist  and  Communist  Parties. 

It  means  the  building  up  of  prerequisites,  creating  the  transi- 
tion, to  the  struggle  for  power  and  for  socialism. 

4 . The  Struggle  for  Trade  Union  Unity 

The  draft  program  also  deals  correctly  with  this  question. 
It  states: 

“It  will  work  for  the  unification  of  the  unions  into  industrial 
unions  and  against  union  splitting,  disruption  or  dual  unionism;  it 
will  fight  against  bureaucracy  and  racketeering,  and  for  clean  and 
democratic  unionism;  it  favors  the  organization  of  the  unorganized 
and  unskilled;  it  opposes  discrimination  against  Negroes,  women 
and  youth.  It  opposes  discrimination  against  union  members  or  appli- 
cants because  of  their  political  beliefs”  (p.  21). 

This  is  very  good.  However,  we  should  like  to  have  seen 
stressed  the  following  ideas: 

1.  Opposition  to  dual  unionism  is  not  a negative  but  a positive 
policy.  It  is  a policy  for  trade  union  unity , for  strengthening 
the  workers  against  the  capitalists. 

2.  This  means  class  struggle  as  opposed  to  class  collaboration. 

3.  The  danger  of  union  splitting  and  disruption  comes  from 
the  reactionaries , from  the  advocates  of  class  collaboration,  from 
the  enemies  of  industrial  unionism,  from  the  Red-baiters,  from 
the  enemies  of  trade  union  unity. 

With  these  essential  points  of  emphasis,  the  above  program  is 
correct.  The  question  is  how  to  realize  it.  The  draft  program 
states : 
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“It  therefore  lays  down  a policy  on  the  main  issues  confronting 
the  labor  movement  which  it  requires  its  members  to  observe  and 
whole-heartedly  advocate  for  adoption  by  the  entire  labor  move- 
ment” (p.  21). 

That  is  good  also.  When  the  Socialist  Party  makes  this  pro- 
gram its  own,  there  will  be  no  room  in  its  midst  for  racketeers 
and  similar  elements.  But  to  carry  out  this  program,  the  Social- 
ists in  the  unions  will  have  to  work  with  all  elements  having 
common  aims.  And  this  means  with  the  Communists  especially, 
and  in  this  way,  with  all  progressive  and  honest  elements.  The 
united  front  must  be  faced  once  more  as  it  has  to  be  faced  and 
accepted  in  the  struggle  for  any  issue  that  affects  the  well  being 
of  the  working  class  and  all  toilers. 

5.  Farmer-Labor  Party 

The  draft  program  has  the  following  to  say  on  this  immediate 
class  task  of  the  American  proletariat: 

“The  Socialist  Party  today  does  not  yet  have  the  support  of  a 
majority  of  the  workers,  who  still  follow  the  old  capitalist  parties. 
The  major  strategy  of  the  party  must  be  to  tear  the  workers  away 
from  these  parties,  develop  their  class  consciousness,  and  promote 
independent  political  action.  For  this  reason  the  Socialist  Party  will 
participate  in  any  sincere  move  leading  to  the  establishment  of  a 
Farmer-Labor  Party  on  a national  scale.  . . . The  Farmer-Labor 
Party,  to  be  effective,  must  be  based  primarily  on  the  labor  unions, 
and  must  be  backed  by  mass  organizations  of  unemployed,  farmers 
and  middle  classes”  (p.  23). 

We  are  glad  to  be  able  to  greet  the  stand  of  the  Left  wing  in 
favor  of  a Farmer-Labor  Party.  At  the  same  time,  we  should 
like  to  have  seen  a wider  approach  to  the  question,  a correct 
evalution  of  the  role  of  the  Farmer-Labor  Party  in  the  present 
period.  Our  meaning  will  perhaps  be  made  more  clear  by  quoting 
the  position  of  the  Communist  Party  on  this  question.  It  declares: 

“The  building  of  a Farmer-Labor  Party  at  the  present  time  is 
the  most  burning  need  of  the  working  class  of  America,  of  the 
toiling  farmers  and  of  the  middle  classes.  The  building  of  such  a 
party  is  the  only  way  in  which  the  working  people  of  this  country 
can  seriously  undertake  to  improve  their  intolerable  conditions,  to 
shift  the  burden  of  the  crisis  back  to  the  shoulders  of  the  rich. 
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and  to  ward  off  the  growing  menace  of  capitalist  reaction,  fascism 
and  war.  It  is  the  only  way  in  which  the  working  people  can  make 
an  effective  stand  for  their  own  interests  in  the  national  elections  of 
1936.”  (Resolution  adopted  by  November  Plenum  of  Central  Com- 
mittee of  C.P.U.S.A.) 

He  who  does  not  see  the  Farmer-Labor  Party  as  the  only 
effective  barrier  at  present  to  reaction  and  fascism  does  not 
understand  the  most  important  thing  about  it.  The  result  is  a 
more  or  less  abstract,  all  too  general,  lifeless  handling  of  the 
whole  question.  The  result  is  no  urgency,  no  fight,  no  readiness 
to  step  forth  and  win  the  masses  for  it.  To  speak  of  the  Farmer- 
Labor  Party  aside  from  the  immediate  struggle  against  reaction 
and  fascism,  to  fail  to  see  it  as  the  people's  front  against  fascism 
and  war , is  to  condemn  the  Farmer-Labor  Party  to  being  just  a 
plank  in  a program  and  nothing  more.  And  this  is  what  the  draft 
program  does.  It  again  succumbs  to  sectarian  influences.  And 
sectarianism,  comrades,  will  never  beat  the  Old  Guard  among  the 
masses.  Only  a revolutionary  mass  policy  will. 

Equally  unsatisfactory  is  the  treatment  of  the  Farmer-Labor 
Party  as  a transition  to  the  proletarian  revolution.  This  is  a 
question  of  first  rate  importance.  To  us  the  Farmer-Labor  Party 
in  the  present  period  is  a form  of  the  people’s  front  and  the 
building  of  an  approach  and  transition  to  the  proletarian  revolu- 
tion. Dimitroff  spoke  of  this  angle  of  the  question  at  the  Seventh 
World  Congress  as  follows: 

“Fifteen  years  ago  Lenin  called  upon  us  to  focus  all  our  atten- 
tion on  ‘searching  out  forms  of  transition  or  approach  to  the  prole- 
tarian revolution’.  It  may  be  that  in  a number  of  countries  the  united 
front  government  will  prove  to  be  one  of  the  most  important  transi- 
tional forms.  The  ‘Left’  doctrinaires  always  evaded  this  precept  of 
Lenin’s.  Like  the  limited  propagandists  that  they  were,  they  spoke 
only  of  ‘aims’,  without  ever  worrying  about  ‘forms  of  transition’. 
The  Right  opportunists,  on  the  other  hand,  tried  to  establish  a spe- 
cial ‘ democratic  intermediate  stage ’ lying  between  the  dictatorship 
of  the  bourgeoisie  and  the  dictatorship  of  the  proletariat,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  instilling  into  the  workers  the  illusion  of  a peaceful  parlia- 
mentary procession  from  one  dictatorship  to  the  other.  This 
fictitious  ‘intermediate  stage’  they  also  called  the  ‘transitional  form’, 
end  even  quoted  Lenin  on  the  subject.  But  this  piece  of  swindling  was 
not  difficult  to  expose;  for  Lenin  spoke  of  the  form  of  transition  and 
approach  to  the  ‘ proletarian  revolution \ i.e.,  to  the  overthrow  of  the 
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bourgeois  dictatorship  and  not  of  some  transitional  form  between 
the  bourgeois  and  the  proletarian  dictatorship.” 

What  has  the  draft  program  to  say  on  this  question?  We  read: 

‘The  Farmer-Labor  Party  is  not  a substitute  for  a revolutionary 
Socialist  Party.  It  cannot  be  the  means  for  overthrowing  capitalism” 

(p.  24). 

This  is  very  true.  Then  it  continue  to  say  that  the  Farmer- 
Labor  Party 

“.  . . will  exploit  the  possibilities  of  parliamentary  action,  of  so- 
cial reform,  and  of  gradualism,  and  will  ultimately  lead  the  workers 
to  the  conviction  that  only  by  the  seizure  of  power  will  they  attain 
their  ends”  (p.  24). 

‘‘Social-reform”,  “gradualism”.  ...  Is  that  supposed  to  mean 
that  the  Farmer-Labor  Party  has  to  be  a party  of  reformism  and 
class  collaboration?  It  looks  as  though  the  draft  program  is 
trying  to  establish  a peculiar  “division  of  labor”  between  the 
revolutionary  party  of  the  proletariat  and  the  Farmer-Labor  Party. 
Namely:  the  Farmer-Labor  Party  will  be  a parliamentary  organ- 
ization engaging  in  reformism  and  gradualism  while  the  revolu- 
tionary party  of  the  proletariat  will  preach  revolution  and  wait 
for  the  overthrow  of  capitalism.  It  seems  that,  at  this  point, 
the  draft  program  managed  to  fall  under  the  influence  of  both — 
of  the  “Left”  doctrinaires  who  refuse  to  look  for  transitions  to 
the  revolution  and  of  the  Right  opportunists  who  want  an  inter- 
mediate reformist  stage  between  the  bourgeois  dictatorship  and 
the  proletarian  dictatorship.  At  another  point  the  Right  oppor- 
tunist takes  complete  charge  and  injects  into  the  draft  program 
the  following  “pearl” : 

“Every  sign  indicates  that  the  American  labor  movement,  in  view 
of  its  general  backwardness  in  the  past,  on  the  road  to  a revolu- 
tionary position,  will  very  likely  pass  through  a period  of  reformism 
corresponding  in  time  to  the  extended  nature  of  the  period  of  capi- 
talist decline  in  this  country”  (p.  13 — Our  emphasis — A.B. ). 

So,  here  you  have  it  in  full.  Between  now  and  the  time  of 
struggle  for  power  the  American  labor  movement  “will  very  likely 
pass  through  a period  of  reformism”.  What  an  unthinkable 
position  for  Left  Socialists  to  take!  That  reformism  will  try  to 
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make  the  Farmer-Labor  Party  a reformist  organization  is  true. 
It  is  not  only  very  likely  but  certain.  And  if  reformism  (the  Old 
Guard,  for  example)  succeeds,  then  the  Farmer-Labor  Party  will 
fail  both  as  a barrier  against  reaction  and  fascism  and  as  a 
transition  to  the  revolution.  If  the  Farmer-Labor  Party  should 
develop  along  the  lines  of  Waldman  and  Abe  Cahan,  i.e .,  along 
the  lines  of  “parliamentary  gradualism”,  which  means  class  col- 
laboration, then  we  will  have  another  of  those  Social-Democratic 
parties  which  pave  the  way  for  fascism.  Is  that  what  the  Left 
Socialists  want?  Of  course  not!  They,  as  well  as  we,  want  a 
Farmer-Labor  Party  that  will  embrace  the  working  class  and  its 
allies  into  an  anti-fascist  coalition  which  will  fight  the  offensive 
of  capitalist  reaction,  which  will  fight  the  reactionary  monopolies, 
will  seek  to  check  their  attacks  upon  the  masses  and  will  do  so  by 
the  full  utilization  of  the  economic  and  political  power  of  the 
working  class  and  its  allies.  We  want  a Farmer-Labor  Party 
that  will  make  a determined  effort  to  shift  the  burden  of  the  crisis 
to  the  monopolies,  to  weaken  their  stranglehold  upon  the  life  of 
the  country,  to  preserve  the  democratic  liberties  of  the  people  and 
to  fight  for  peace.  This  means  a fighting  party,  one  that,  instead 
of  collaborating  with  the  bourgeoisie  against  the  toilers  as  tradi- 
tional Social-Democracy  did,  will  express  the  collaboration  of 
the  working  class  and  its  allies  in  struggle  against  the  reactionary 
bourgeoisie  and  the  monopolies.  Not  a party  of  “gradualism” 
and  “reformism”  but  a party  of  anti-fascism,  anti-monopoly  and 
anti-war — this  is  what  the  American  proletariat  and  all  toilers 
need  today. 

But  the  draft  program  speaks  of  something  else.  It  not  only 
projects  the  Farmer-Labor  Party  as  one  of  reformism  and  class 
collaboration  but  undertakes  to  give  a “theoretical”  justification 
for  it.  It  says  that  the  American  labor  movement  will  pass 
through  a “period  of  reformism”  (a  period ) “corresponding  in 
time  to  the  extended  nature  of  capitalist  decline  in  this  country”. 
To  this  “theory”  we  have  the  following  to  say: 

1.  How  extended  in  time  the  capitalist  decline  in  this  country 
will  be,  will  depend,  in  the  first  instance,  upon  what  kind  of  a 
Farmer-Labor  Party  we  will  have.  If  it  is  going  to  be  one  of 
“parliamentary  gradualism”,  the  period  of  decline  may  become 
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more  extended  because  the  Morgan-du  Pont  clique  will  be  able  to 
keep  capitalism  going  for  a while  longer  at  the  expense  of  the 
life  and  blood  of  the  workers  and  all  toilers.  In  fact,  a party 
of  parliamentary  gradualism  will  just  pave  the  way  for  fascism  in 
the  United  States.  But  if  the  Farmer-Labor  Party  develops  as  an 
anti-fascist  and  anti-monopoly  coalition  which  does  all  in  its 
power  actually  to  put  the  burden  of  the  crisis  back  upon  the 
monopolies  (by  proper  measures  of  taxation,  relief,  old-age 
pensions,  social  insurance,  higher  wages,  better  prices  for  the 
farmers,  etc.) ; if  the  Farmer-Labor  Party  does  all  in  its  power 
actually  to  preserve  the  democratic  liberties  of  the  people  (by 
proper  parliamentary  and  extra-parliamentary  measures,  includ- 
ing a thorough  cleansing  of  the  police,  National  Guard  and 
federal  army  of  all  reactionaries  and  fascists) ; if  the  Farmer- 
Labor  Party  does  all  in  its  power,  by  various  economic  and  finan- 
cial measures,  actually  to  weaken  the  monopolies;  and  if  it  col- 
laborates with  the  peace  forces  of  the  world,  chiefly  with  the  labor 
movement  of  other  countries  and  the  Soviet  Union,  to  check  the 
war  plans  of  the  fascists  and  reactionaries — then  the  fascist  and 
war  menace  will  be  warded  off,  the  lot  of  the  masses  will  be 
improved,  capitalism  will  be  weakened  and  the  camp  of  anti- 
capitalism  will  be  strengthened.  In  other  words,  the  hour  for  the 
seizure  of  power  will  be  brought  nearer  and  the  period  of  “ex- 
tended” capitalist  decline  shortened. 

2.  Whatever  the  time  duration  of  the  capitalist  decline  (and 
the  role  of  the  working  class  is  decisive) , the  important  question 
is  the  issues  of  struggle  and  the  class  line-up  that  this  decline 
gives  rise  to.  The  Left  Socialists  will  not  dispute  when  we  say 
that  the  issues  (as  to  who  shall  carry  the  burden  of  the  crisis) 
are  inevitably  becoming  so  acute  and  the  class  line-up  (coalition 
of  working  class,  farmers  and  middle  classes  versus  the  monopo- 
lies) is  inevitably  growing  so  sharp,  that  great  and  severe  battles 
between  the  two  camps  are  objectively  inevitable.  The  question, 
the  central  question  is:  who  shall  get  the  best  of  these  battles — 
the  monopolies  or  the  coalition  of  the  toilers?  A Farmer-Labor 
Party  of  “parliamentary  gradualism”  will  certainly  turn  the  tide 
in  favor  of  the  monopolies;  a Farmer-Labor  coalition  of  anti- 
fascism and  anti-war  will  bring  victories  to  the  working  class  and 
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its  allies.  It  will  create  an  effective  barrier  to  reaction  and  will 
thus  serve  as  an  approach  and  transition  to  the  proletarian 
revolution. 

Had  the  draft  program  conceived  the  Farmer-Labor  Party  in 
this  way,  the  only  correct  way,  it  would  have  shown  a better 
appreciation  of  the  urgency  of  the  task  and  of  the  burning  need  of 
united  action  between  the  Socialists  and  Communists  to  tackle 
and  fulfill  this  task. 

6.  The  Road,  to  Organic  Unity 
What  does  the  draft  program  have  to  say  on  this  question? 

“The  revolutionary  socialist  movement  was  split  by  the  war  and 
has  remained  divided  into  two  main  camps  ever  since.  This  division 
has  been  very  harmful  to  the  working  class,  and  has  resulted  in  in- 
creased warfare  between  the  Socialist  and  Communist  movements. 
The  creation  of  a single  united  international  would  be  of  inestimable 
value  to  the  Socialist  and  labor  movements,  and  we  will  work  to- 
wards that  goal”  (p.  23). 

We  especially  welcome  the  pledge  of  the  draft  program  that 
“we  will  work  toward”  organic  unity,  toward  one  political  party 
of  the  proletariat.  This  is  a solemn  pledge.  It  is  full  of  signifi- 
cance. It  means  that  we  must  all  travel  consistently  and  whole- 
heartedly in  the  direction  of  organic  unity;  the  united  front  is 
the  chief  avenue  towards  that  goal.  He  who  speaks  of  organic 
unity  but  holds  back  from  developing  the  united  front  between  the 
Socialist  and  Communist  Parties,  now  and  immediately,  is  not 
traveling  toward  the  goal  of  organic  unity.  That  is  evident. 
That  is  also  basic.  We  must  guard  against  the  danger  of  the 
“talk”  on  organic  unity  becoming  the  excuse  for  not  joining  our 
efforts  now  for  the  common  struggle  against  the  common  enemy. 
It  means  a more  intense,  more  frank  and  more  consistent  wrench- 
ing loose  from  the  moorings  of  reformism,  from  the  positions 
of  Kautskyism. 

Before  continuing  with  this  question,  we  must  make  just  a 
few  critical  observations  on  the  above  quotation  from  the  draft 
program.  It  states  that  “the  revolutionary  Socialist  movement  was 
split  by  the  war  \ This  is  very  incorrect,  and  for  these  rea- 
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sons:  (a)  the  pre-war  Socialist  movement  was  not  universally 
revolutionary;  in  it  (in  the  Second  International)  existed  two 
main  kinds  of  movements,  a reformist  Socialist  movement,  typi- 
fied best  by  German  Social-Democracy,  and  a revolutionary  So- 
cialist movement,  represented  by  the  Bolshevik  Party  of  Russia. 
Surely  the  Left  (not  the  “Left”)  is  not  oblivious  of  this  division 
in  the  pre-war  Socialist  movement;  and  (b)  the  Socialist  move- 
ment was  split  internationally,  not  by  the  war,  but  by  the  going 
over  of  reformism  to  the  side  of  the  capitalist  war  makers.  This  is 
no  minor  distinction.  For  had  the  Second  International  as  a whole, 
or  in  the  main,  followed  the  line  of  anti-war  struggle  proposed 
and  practiced  by  the  Bolsheviks,  a line  to  which  the  Second  Inter- 
national was  pledged  and  committed  by  its  own  congresses  (Stutt- 
gart, for  example),  the  first  world  imperialist  war,  far  from 
splitting  the  Socialist  movement,  would  have  resulted  in  the  down- 
fall of  capitalism  everywhere  and  in  the  victory  of  socialism  on  a 
world  scale.  This  is  the  true  history  and  not  the  story  given  by 
the  draft  program. 

To  come  back  to  the  question  of  organic  unity.  What  are 
the  conditions  for  it?  The  draft  program  says: 

“To  the  extent  that  recent  developments  are  favorable  to  eventual 
unity,  the  Socialist  Party  welcomes  them.  It  emphasizes,  however,  that 
unity  can  be  valuable  and  effective  only  if  it  is  finally  based  upon 
revolutionary  Marxism,  and  finds  expression  in  democratic  proce- 
dure inside  the  united  movement”  (p.  23). 

This,  generally  speaking,  is  correct.  But  one  must  be  more 
concrete.  It  would  therefore  be  of  value  to  hear  from  the  Left 
Socialists  what  they  think  of  the  conditions  of  organic  unity 
formulated  by  the  Seventh  World  Congress  of  the  Communist 
International.  These  conditions,  in  brief  are: 

1.  Complete  independence  from  the  bourgeoisie  and  the  com- 
plete severance  of  the  bloc  between  Social-Democracy  and  the  bour- 
geoisie. 

2.  Unity  of  action  be  first  brought  about. 

3.  The  necessity  of  the  revolutionary  overthrow  of  the  rule  of 
the  bourgeoisie  and  the  establishment  of  the  dictatorship  of  the 
proletariat  in  the  form  of  Soviets. 
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4.  Support  of  one's  own  bourgeoisie  in  imperialist  war  be  re- 
jected. 

5.  Party  be  considered  on  the  basis  of  democratic  centralism. 
(Resolution  of  Seventh  World  Congress  of  C.I.  on  the  report  of 
Georgi  Dimitroff.) 

These  conditions  speak  for  themselves.  They  embody,  what 
the  draft  program  desires,  a program  of  revolutionary  Marxism 
and  “democratic  procedure  inside  the  united  movement”  plus 
“unity  of  will  and  action”,  as  Dimitroff  said.  And  he  quoted 
Stalin  to  show  what  kind  of  party  the  united  party  must  be: 

“A  militant  party,  a revolutionary  party,  bold  enough  to  lead  the 
proletarians  to  the  struggle  for  power,  with  sufficient  experience  to  be 
able  to  orientate  itself  in  the  complicated  problems  that  arise  in  a 
revolutionary  situation  and  sufficiently  flexible  to  steer  clear  of  any 
submerged  rocks  on  the  way  to  its  goal.” 

This  is  the  united  party  to  which  we  should  move.  But  move , 
not  stand  still  or  hesitate.  And  the  road  to  such  a party  is  unity 
of  action,  the  united  front 
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HOW  CAN  WE  SHARE  THE  WEALTH? 

By  ALEX  BITTELMAN 

The  Long-Coughlin-Johnson  "Controversy" 

TN  the  early  part  of  March,  1935,  the  political  temperature  of 
■*“  this  country  registered  a sudden  rise.  A heated  “controversy” 
broke  out  among  three  prominent  people.  On  one  side  of  this 
peculiar  debate  stood  General  Hugh  Johnson  of  Wall  Street,  who 
is  described  by  his  opponents  as  “a  chocolate  soldier”;  and  on 
the  other  stood  “share-the-wealth  Long”  and  “social- justice 
Coughlin”  who  are  described  by  Johnson  as  the  “two  pied  pipers”. 

A great  controversy! 

What  was  this  controversy  all  about?  According  to  General 
Johnson  of  Wall  Street,  the  “two  pied  pipers”  are  supposed  to  be 
dangerous  revolutionists;  and,  believe  it  or  not,  the  radio  priest, 
Coughlin,  would  appear  to  be  the  head  of  a “national  revolu- 
tionary party”.  This  is  nothing  less  than  sensational.  True, 
Johnson  also  suggested  that  these  two  “dangerous  revolutionists” 
were  in  some  way  supported  and  encouraged  by  certain  reaction- 
ary circles  in  the  Republican  Party.  And,  if  this  is  so,  the  whole 
Johnsonian  argument  fails  to  make  sense.  Because,  who  has 
ever  heard  of  the  Republican  Party,  not  only  the  reactionaries  but 
also  the  progressives,  encouraging  and  supporting  revolutionists? 
They  don’t  support  or  encourage  the  Communist  Party,  do  they? 
But  we  will  let  that  stand  for  the  moment. 

Now,  if  we  turn  to  the  “two  pied  pipers”,  the  controversy 
would  seem  to  have  been  caused  by  the  bankruptcy  of  the  N.R.A. 
According  to  Long,  it  was  he  who  was  chosen  by  Roosevelt  as  the 
scapegoat  to  cover  up  the  dismal  failure  of  the  N.R.A.  It  tran- 
spires, if  we  take  Long’s  word  for  it,  that  it  was  he  who  tried  to 
hold  Roosevelt  down  to  his  promises  to  redistribute  the  wealth 
of  the  country;  it  was  he  who  had  warned  Roosevelt  that  the 
N.R.A.  would  be  a failure  if  these  promises  were  not  fulfilled. 
And,  now  that  these  forewarnings  have  come  true,  Roosevelt  is 
trying  to  avenge  himself  upon  the  fellow  who  has  made  them. 

So,  if  we  believe  Long,  it  all  comes  down  to  his  scheme  for 
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the  redistribution  of  wealth,  to  his  plan  of  “share-the-wealth”. 
It  is  our  intention,  in  this  series  of  articles,  to  examine  this  plan 
objectively  and  thoroughly.  Any  plan  for  the  abolition  of  pov- 
erty, which  claims  to  have  discovered  a way  of  achieving  this 
objective  of  the  Communist  Party  without  resort  to  the  working- 
class  revolution  and  socialism,  is  a challenge  to  us — a challenge 
which  we  must  seriously  examine  and  answer. 

Huey  Long  claims  to  have  discovered  such  a way.  He  claims 
to  have  gotten  hold  of  a plan  “for  guaranteeing  comfort  and  con- 
venience to  all  humanity  out  of  this  abundance  in  our  country” 
(New  York  Times , March  8,  1935),  without  the  need  of  fighting 
for  it,  without  overthrowing  the  political  power  of  the  capitalists 
and  establishing  the  political  power  of  the  workers  and  toiling 
farmers,  without  expropriating  the  means  of  production  owned 
now  by  the  monopolies,  and  without  building  a socialist  economy 
as  the  first  phase  of  Communism. 

In  other  words,  Long  promises  to  accomplish  the  chief  objec- 
tive of  the  Communist  Party — the  abolition  of  poverty  and  a 
decent  living  for  all  toilers — without  adopting  the  Communist 
road  to  this  objective . More  than  that,  he  promises  to  accomplish 
this  Communist  objective  by  means  of  struggle  against  the  Com- 
munist Party.  That  is  strange,  isn’t  it?  And  it  is  also  a bit 
reminiscent  of  Hitler’s  promises  in  Germany.  But  we  will  not 
press  this  point  now.  At  present  we  wish  only  to  establish  beyond 
controversy  Long’s  true  position  with  respect  to  socialization  of 
industry  and  Communism. 

On  the  first  question,  he  is  reported  to  have  said  that: 

“.  . . he  did  not  plan  the  complete  socialization  of  industry. 
Even  in  the  case  where  he  would  have  the  government  confiscate 
virtually  two-thirds  of  a person’s  holdings  in  his  own  business, 
he  would  leave  all  the  voting  stock  in  the  hands  of  the  industrial- 
ist.” (New  York  Times , March  9,  1935.) 

And  on  the  question  of  Communism,  he  said: 

“Communism?  Communism?  Hell,  no.  This  plan  is  the  only 
defense  this  country’s  got  against  communism  and  it’s  got  to  be  put 
in  force  within  the  next  five  years  or  communism  will  be  upon  us.” 
(Ibid.) 

What  Price  Promises? 

One  need  not  necessarily  be  a Communist  in  order  to  have 
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one’s  suspicions  aroused  by  any  fellow  who  sets  out  to  accomplish 
the  main  aim  of  Communism  by  declaring  war  against  the  party 
of  Communism.  Such  a fellow  needs  to  be  investigated  by  com- 
paring his  words  with  his  deeds,  his  promises  with  his  accom- 
plishments. Because — what  price  promises?  We  have  had  them 
aplenty;  and  we  all  know  the  results.  Didn’t  Hoover  promise  us 
a “chicken  in  every  pot”  and  “an  automobile  in  every  garage”? 
And  what  happened  to  it?  On  this  question  we  can  call  upon 
Wall  Street  Johnson — the  Democrat — to  give  objective  evidence, 
since  the  above  promise  was  made  by  a Republican  President. 
And  Johnson  says:  the  promise  of  Hoover  “turned  out  to  be  two 
chickens  in  every  garage”.  {New  York  Times , March  5,  1935.) 
Why  should  we  believe  Long  more  than  Hoover? 

Roosevelt,  too,  has  made  some  tall  promises:  especially  Roose- 
velt, we  should  say.  And  what  happened  to  that?  Let  Huey 
Long  tell  the  story. 

“So  we  convinced  Mr.  Franklin  Delano  Roosevelt  that  it  was 
necessary  that  he  announce  and  promise  to  the  American  people 
that  in  the  event  he  were  elected  President  of  the  United  States 
he  would  pull  down  the  size  of  the  big  man’s  fortune  and  guarantee 
something  to  every  family,  enough  to  do  away  with  all  poverty , and 
to  give  employment  to  those  who  were  able  to  work  and  an  edu- 
cation to  the  children  born  into  the  world.”  {New  York  Times , 
March  8,  1935.) 

So  we  have  it  on  the  authority  of  Long  himself  that  Roosevelt 
was  convinced  by  “we”,  meaning  Long  and  his  friends,  to  promise 
the  American  people  “to  do  away  with  all  poverty”.  Long , on 
his  own  admission , was  a partner  to  the  scheme . Then  what  hap- 
pened? Says  Long: 

“Mr.  Roosevelt  made  those  promises.  He  made  them  before  he 
was  nominated  in  the  Chicago  convention,  he  made  them  again 
before  he  was  elected  in  November,  and  he  went  so  far  as  to 
remake  those  premises  a day  or  two  after  he  was  inaugurated  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States,  and  l was  one  authorized  to  say  so,  and 
I thought  for  a day  or  two  after  he  took  the  oath  as  President  that 
maybe  he  was  going  through  with  his  promises.”  {Ibid.) 

Again  we  have  it  on  Long’s  own  admission  that  (1)  he  was 
very  uncertain  of  Roosevelt’s  sincerity;  that  (2)  he  only  thought 
that  “maybe”  Roosevelt  will  go  through  with  his  promises;  and 
that  (3)  he  thought  so  only  “for  a day  or  two”.  Clearly,  Long 
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had  all  the  reasons  in  the  world  to  come  out  before  the  elections 
and  make  it  clear  to  the  people  that,  as  far  as  these  promises  were 
concerned,  Roosevelt  could  not  be  depended  upon.  But  no,  Long 
did  the  exact  opposite:  he  accepted  Roosevelt’s  authorization  to 
assure  the  American  people  that  Roosevelt  was  OK. 

Then  what  happened?  Says  Long: 

“But  no  heart  has  ever  been  so  saddened,  no  person’s  ambition 
was  ever  so  blighted  as  was  mine  when  I came  to  the  realization 
that  the  President  of  the  United  States  was  not  going  to  undertake 
what  he  said  he  would  do.”  (Ibid.) 

We  have  no  means  of  entering  Mr.  Long’s  heart  to  see  how 
much  “saddened”  it  was  at  the  realization  that  Roosevelt  was 
breaking  his  promises.  But  what  we  can  do  is  to  draw  certain 
provisional  conclusions  regarding  the  value  of  promises  of  this 
type.  Mr.  Roosevelt,  together  with  Mr.  Long,  have  promised  to 
do  away  with  poverty.  This  promise  was  shamelessly  violated 
by  Roosevelt,  so  says  Long;  and  he  is  right  on  that.  But  where 
is  the  assurance  that  Long  would  not  do  the  same? 

Just  think  of  this: 

Long  is  the  boss  of  Louisiana.  He  himself  boasts  of  having 
in  his  vest  pocket  the  government  of  that  state.  Surely,  he 
couldn’t  have  more  power  in  the  whole  United  States,  if  he  were 
President,  than  he  has  now  in  Louisiana.  And  what  has  he  done 
with  that  power  to  alleviate  the  suffering  of  the  masses  in  his  state? 

How  many  homes  has  he  given  to  the  toiling  farmers,  the 
workers,  and  the  Negroes  in  Louisiana?  How  many  children  of 
these  toilers  has  Long  placed  in  colleges?  To  how  many  unem- 
ployed workers  and  starving  farmers  has  he  made  available 
decent  and  sufficient  relief?  Has  he  adopted  any  effective  laws 
for  unemployment  and  social  insurance?  Has  he  adopted  any 
laws  to  shorten  the  workday  and  to  enforce  a minimum  of  wages 
of  $2,500  a year?  What  has  he  done  to  secure  the  democratic 
rights  of  the  toiling  masses?  What  has  he  done  to  do  away  with 
the  semi-slave  share-cropping  system?  What  has  he  done  to  do 
away  with  the  iniquities  of  Negro  inequality  in  his  state? 

We  say  what  has  he  done.  But  we  might  as  well  ask:  what 
has  he  tried  to  do  along  the  lines  of  his  promises  and  “share-the- 
wealth”  plan? 

The  answer  is:  Nothing. 
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Why,  then,  should  anybody  suppose  that  Long’s  promises  for 
the  whole  United  States  are  worth  more  than  Roosevelt’s  or 
Hoover’s?  When  and  where  has  Long  proved  that  he  is  more 
sincere  than  these  two  gentlemen?  At  no  time  and  nowhere. 
Least  of  all  in  his  own  state  where  he  enjoys  full  power.  On 
the  contrary,  by  his  own  admission,  he  is  responsible  for  the 
election  of  Roosevelt  and  for  the  ballyhoo  about  the  New  Deal 
being  an  attempt  to  abolish  poverty  in  the  United  States. 

Long  has  done  nothing  to  make  the  American  people  feel 
confident  in  him.  He  has  done,  and  is  doing,  everything  to  make 
the  toiling  masses  extremely  distrustful  of  everything  he  says 
and  does. 

Promises  of  such  people  as  Long  must  be  scrutinized  very 
closely  and  with  more  than  a grain  of  suspicion.  Accordingly, 
we  shall  turn  to  an  examination  of  Long’s  “share-the-wealth”  plan. 

Cuffing  Down  Fortunes  Instead  of  Abolishing  Capitalist  Exploitation 

This,  then,  is  Huey  Long’s  position. 

He  declares  war  against  Communism  because  the  Communist 
Party  proposes  to  abolish  capitalist  exploitation  which  is  the 
source  of  all  big  fortunes  on  the  one  hand,  and  of  all  the  poverty, 
on  the  other.  Long  proposes  to  leave  the  system  of  capitalist 
exploitation  intact  but  he  promises  that  “every  big  fortune  will 
be  cut  down  immediately”.  {New  York  Times,  March  8,  1935.) 
In  this  way,  he  says,  he  will  make  the  big  fellow  smaller  and  the 
little  fellow  bigger.  He  will  level  things  out  a bit. 

This,  no  doubt,  looks  like  a very  attractive  proposition.  Espe- 
cially is  it  attractive  to  the  “little  fellow”,  to  the  small  owner; 
but  it  is  liable  to  deceive  even  wage  workers,  proletarians,  though 
not  to  the  same  extent,  as  we  shall  show  subsequently. 

Long’s  plan  calls  for  the  following  measures: 

1.  A capital  levy  upon  all  fortunes  “in  excess  of  three  or  four 
millions  of  dollars”.  Long  does  not  explain  why  the  owners 
of  four-million-dollar  fortunes  should  escape  the  capital  levy. 
Probably  he  has  his  own  reasons  for  this. 

2.  This  capital  levy  would  net  the  United  States  treasury  about 
165  billion  dollars.  This  sum  Long  promises  to  use  as  follows: 
(a)  100  billions  to  provide  homes,  a radio  and  automobile  to 
every  family  in  the  country  that  does  not  possess  it;  and  (b) 
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65  billions  to  provide  for  college  education,  training  and  main- 
tenance for  the  youth  of  the  country. 

This  is  the  first  part  of  Long’s  program,  his  immediate  plan 
for  the  leveling  out  of  fortunes.  He’s  also  got  a program  for 
the  leveling  out  of  incomes  to  which  we  shall  turn  presently. 

i Will  It  Work?  How  Can  We  Get  It? 

We  raise  two  questions:  Will  this  plan  work?  And  if  it 
will,  how  can  we  get  it  realized?  These  are  the  questions  to 
which  every  listener  of  Long  must  seek  an  answer. 

Will  it  work?  Surely  it  will , provided  it  is  done  with  a view 
of  introducing  socialism  in  the  United  States  and  not  as  a utopian 
scheme  of  equalizing  fortunes.  If  your  program  includes  such 
steps  as  the  overthrow  of  capitalist  rule,  the  establishment  of  a 
workers’  and  farmers’  Soviet  government,  the  socialization  of  all 
large  scale  industry,  that  is,  if  it  includes  the  socialist  revolution 
to  begin  with , then  the  proposals  for  assuring  to  each  family  of 
toilers  a home,  a radio,  an  automobile,  and  all  other  comforts 
and  necessities  of  life  become  a feasible  and  practical  proposi- 
tion. But  if  one  says,  as  Long  does,  that: 

“.  . . whatever  the  method,  it  will  be  strictly  within  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States  and  it  won’t  take  as  much  adminis- 
trative organization  as  we  have  here  in  Washington  now.”  {New 
York  Times , March  9,  1935.)  — 

he  is  not  only  day-dreaming  but  is  also  deceiving  possibly  him- 
self, but  surely  others. 

Plenty  for  All  Is  Not  a Dream 

Plenty  for  all  in  the  United  States  who  toil  is  not  a dream  but 
a practical  possibility.  But  only  under  socialism,  as  the  first 
phase  of  Communism.  The  Soviet  Union  is  proving  that.  The 
wealth  and  technical  capabilities  of  the  toiling  masses  of  this 
country  open  limitless  possibilities  in  the  direction  of  plenty  for 
all  instead  of  plenty  for  the  few  and  misery  for  the  many. 

The  “chocolate  soldier”  Johnson  laughs  at  the  idea  of  plenty 
for  all.  Why  shouldn’t  he?  He  and  his  friends  have  now  more 
than  plenty  and  that’s  why  the  masses  are  starving.  He  says:  “To 
abolish  poverty — oh,  where  have  I heard  that  before?”  (New 
York  Times , March  5,  1935.)  The  brazen  cynicism  of  a Wall 
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Street  flunkey  is  about  reaching  the  limit.  Where  has  he  heard 
that  before?  Why,  of  course,  from  the  Communist  Party.  But 
it  was  not  quite  the  same  tune  that  the  “pied  pipers”  are  now 
playing.  The  plan  of  the  Communist  Party  is  seriously  meant 
and  seriously  fought  for.  That  is  why  the  Communist  Party  tells 
the  American  masses  who  seek  the  abolition  of  poverty  that: 

“The  necessary  first  step  for  the  establishment  of  Socialism 
is  the  setting  up  of  a revolutionary  workers’  government.”  (Mani- 
festo of  the  Eighth  Convention  of  the  Communist  Party  of  the 
U.S.A.) 

The  Communist  Party  makes  no  extravagant  promises  as  Long 
and  Coughlin  do,  because  the  Communist  Party  is  the  revolution- 
ary party  of  the  workers  and  is  responsible  to  the  toiling  masses 
for  everything  it  says  and  does.  The  Communist  Party  points  out 
the  following: 

“The  first  act  of  such  revolutionary  workers’  government  would 
be  to  open  up  the  warehouses  and  distribute  among  all  the  work- 
ing people  the  enormous  unused  surplus  stores  of  food  and  clothing. 

“It  would  open  up  the  tremendous  accumulation  of  unused 
buildings — now  withheld  for  private  profit — for  the  benefit  of  tens 
of  millions  who  now  wander  homeless  in  the  streets  or  croucl\ 
in  cellars  or  slums. 

“Such  a government  would  immediately  provide  an  endless 
flow  of  commodities  to  replace  the  stores  thus  used  by  opening  all 
the  factories,  mills  and  mines,  and  giving  every  person  a job  at 
constantly  increasing  wages.”  (Manifesto  of  the  Eighth  Conven- 
tion of  the  Communist  Party  of  the  U.S.A.) 

This  does  not  indulge  in  demagogic  promises.  It  shows  how 
it  can  be  done — through  a revolutionary  workers’  government,  a 
Soviet  government  of  workers  and  farmers.  It  shows  in  a practical 
way  that  on  the  morrow  after  the  revolution,  with  the  wealth  and 
resources  already  available,  every  toiler  in  the  United  States 
could  be  assured  food , shelter , clothing  and  a job . 

But  this  is  only  a beginning,  a very  first  step.  Having  expro- 
priated at  one  blowr  the  means  of  production  of  all  large  scale 
industry,  commerce,  transport  and  finance;  having  made  it  the 
socialist  property  of  all  toilers;  having,  in  other  words,  deprived 
the  monopolies  and  the  capitalist  class  of  its  economic  power  as 
well  as  of  its  political  power, 


“Such  a government  would  immediately  begin  to  reorganize 
the  present  anarchic  system  of  production  along  Socialist  lines. 

It  would  eliminate  the  untold  waste  of  capitalism;  it  would  bring 
to  full  use  the  tremendous  achievements  of  science,  which  have 
been  pushed  aside  by  the  capitalist  rulers  from  consideration  of 
private  profit.  Such  a Socialist  reorganization  of  industry  would 
almost  immediately  double  the  existing  productive  forces  of  the 
country.”  (Manifesto  of  the  Eighth  Convention  of  the  Communist 
Party  of  the  U.S.A.) 

And  as  this  process  of  socialist  reorganization  proceeds  up- 
ward. wealth  is  reproduced  and  increased  to  unheard  of  propor- 
tions. But  this  is  socialist  wealth,  not  private  capitalist  any  more. 
Hence,  the  standard  of  living  of  all  toilers  rises  to  heights  in  com- 
parison with  which  the  schemes  played  with  by  Long  and  Cough- 
lin will  look  puny  indeed. 

But  It  Can't  Be  Done  Without  a Socialist  Revolution 

Assume  for  the  moment  that  Huey  Long  has  secured  as  much 
power  in  the  United  States  as  he  now  has  in  Louisiana;  and  that, 
contrary  to  what  he  is  doing  in  Louisiana,  he  would  actually  try 
to  carry  through  his  “share-our-wealth”  plan  for  the  country  as 
a whole.  That  is,  you  assume  that  an  attempt  would  be  made — 
a serious  attempt — to  try  to  abolish  poverty  without  a socialist 
revolution  as  advocated  by  the  Communist  Party. 

What  would  happen? 

Huey  Long’s  government  promulgates  the  capital  levy.  It 
calls  upon  Henry  Ford,  Rockefeller,  and  the  other  large  fortune 
holders,  to  surrender  to  the  U.  S.  treasury  that  part  of  their  for- 
tunes which  is  above  three  or  four  million  dollars.  Long  has 
computed  the  value  of  the  surplus  of  Ford’s  and  Rockefeller’s 
fortunes  that  would  go  to  the  United  States  as  being  about  twelve 
billion  dollars.  That’s  a pretty  hefty  sum  to  be  gotten  only  from 
two  capitalists. 

Meanwhile  something  would  be  happening  on  the  Stock  Ex- 
changes. What  would  it  be?  A financial  panic.  Partly  as  a 
result  of  deliberate  selling  out  by  the  big  fellows  in  an  effort  to 
embarrass  the  government,  partly  as  a result  of  a real  fright  by 
the  smaller  ones.  This  would  at  once  produce  a terrific  depre- 
ciation of  all  so-called  capital  values:  bonds,  stocks,  etc.  The 
whole  financial  and  credit  structure  of  American  capitalist 
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omy  would  go  to  pieces,  and  production  itself  would  come  to  a 
complete  standstill.  The  twelve-billion-dollar  surpluses  gotten  by 
Long  from  Ford  and  Rockefeller  won’t  be  worth  the  paper  desig- 
nating them. 

Hugh  Johnson,  knowing  his  Wall  Street,  says  that  much 
himself. 

“If  you  seized  all  property  tomorrow  by  taxes  and  sold  it  at 
an  auction  tax  sale,  nobody  would  have  enough  to  bid  a tenth  of 
its  value.  You  would  cut  the  price  of  America  90  per  cent  and 
nobody  but  a foreigner  would  buy  it.”  (New  York  Times , March  5, 
1935.) 

What  would  Huey  Long’s  government  do  then?  What  did  he 
do  in  his  own  state  when  the  Standard  Oil  Co.  of  Louisiana 
(Rockefeller)  refused  to  pay  the  five-cent  tax  on  a barrel  of  oil 
and  undertook  to  organize  civil  war  against  Long’s  government? 
Why,  Long  compromised  with  Rockefeller  and  surrendered  to 
him.  This  was  what  Long  did  when  confronted  with  a determined 
opposition  by  Rockefeller  to  pay  a tax,  let  alone  surrender  his 
fortune. 

Suppose,  however,  that  in  the  case  of  the  whole  United  States, 
Long  would  not  surrender  but  would  undertake  to  carry  through 
his  plan  of  “share-the-wealth”.  What  would  he  do  in  the  face 
of  the  financial  panic?  What  would  he  have  to  do?  He  would 
have  to  close  up  the  Stock  Exchanges  and  nationalize  the  banks 
and  the  credit  structure  of  the  country.  This  would  already  take 
him  beyond  his  present  plan,  which  is  merely  to  tax  the  large  for- 
tunes in  a constitutional  way.  Incidentally,  we  have  also  assumed 
that  Long  has  disregarded  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
which  certainly  would  declare  his  whole  scheme  unconstitutional. 
But  his  troubles  did  not  end:  they  have  just  begun. 

He  has  now  on  his  hands  the  banks  and  credit  structure.  Who 
is  going  to  manage  it  for  him?  If  he  should  call  in  for  this  pur- 
pose the  same  fellows  whose  surplus  fortunes  he  is  proposing 
to  confiscate,  he  would  be  putting  himself  and  his  whole  scheme  at 
their  mercy.  That  wouldn’t  do.  Hence  he  would  have  to  build  up 
a governmental  banking  and  credit  organization  operated  by 
people  sincerely  in  favor  of  the  “share-the-wealth”  plan.  This 
takes  him  another  couple  of  steps  beyond  his  present  plan.  It  is 
not  socialism  yet,  by  a long  shot,  but  it  leads  in  the  direction  of 
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socialism — a direction  in  which  Long  says  he  does  not  want  to  go. 

But  if  he  means  to  “share-the-wealth”,  he  will  have  to.  And 
he  will  have  to  go  further  in  the  same  direction. 

For  by  having  nationalized  the  banks  he  has  only  equipped 
his  government  with  the  financial  powers  to  control  industry 
which,  after  all,  is  the  basic  thing.  How  is  he  going  to  control 
industry?  On  what  basis? 

Here  we  must  recall  again  that  Long’s  present  plan  is  out- 
spokenly against  socialism.  He  says  he  will  leave  the  present 
owners  in  possession  of  their  industries,  and  they  will  have  to 
run  the  national  economy.  But  at  this  point — already  minus  the 
banks.  Will  the  owners  of  industry  collaborate  with  Long’s 
nationalized  banking  system?  Hardly.  They  will  sabotage  for 
all  they  are  worth.  They  will  do  what  Hugh  Johnson  says 
they  will: 

“Nobody  works  or  trades  or  manufactures  except  for  profit 
or  income.  If  you  took  that  away  by  taxes,  you  would  stop 
activity,  destroy  employment  and  pauperize  this  country.”  {New 
York  Times,  March  5,  1935.) 

And  what  would  Huey  Long  do  about  it?  Surrender  or  fight? 
If  fight,  he  would  have  to  take  another  and  longer  step  in  the 
direction  of  socialism.  He  would  have  to  establish  workers’  con- 
trol of  production  and  nationalize  the  means  of  production.  He 
would  have  to  put  into  effect  another  couple  of  planks  from  the 
program  of  the  Communist  Party  which  he  is  now  mobilizing  to 
war  against. 

Closing  the  Stock  Exchanges  and  nationalizing  the  banks,  in- 
evitable steps  in  any  sincere  move  to  carry  out  the  capital  levy 
which  Long  speaks  about,  do  not  yet  solve  the  problem.  It  only 
stops  the  financial  panic  and  enables  the  government  to  control 
industry  through  banking,  provided  the  capitalists  are  willing  to 
collaborate  with  the  government.  But  they  won’t. 

The  Neiv  York  Times , an  authoritative  spokesman  for  big 
capital,  makes  that  clear  beyond  doubt.  It  says: 

“Existing  fortunes  might  be  seized,  but  there  would  be  no  way 
of  reproducing  them  when  the  ordinary  motives  for  enterprise  and 
labor  and  accumulation  have  been  taken  away.”  (Editorial, 
March  9,  1935.) 
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This  paper  of  big  capital  knows  what  it  is  talking  about.  It 
says  that  when  you  take  away  from  the  capitalists  the  “ordinary 
motives  for  enterprise”,  that  is,  the  profit  motive,  the  untrammeled 
accumulation  of  capital  for  the  exploitation  of  the  masses,  they 
will  sabotage  and  refuse  to  carry  on. 

Another  spokesman  of  capital,  a so-called  “intellectual”,  puts 
the  matter  even  more  bluntly.  He  says: 

“Let  us  suppose  that  the  government  under  Huey  Long's  plan 
did  own  99.8  per  cent  of  the  Ford  Company  and  was  therefore 
entitled  to  99.8  per  cent  of  Mr.  Ford’s  profits.  What  would  happen 
then?  Would  Mr.  Ford  and  his  son  go  on  running  the  Ford  plant 
and  producing  the  profits?  The  senator  ought  to  ask  Mr.  Ford.  I 
suspect  that  Mr.  Ford  would  say  to  the  government:  ‘Well,  now 
you  own  all  but  two-tenths  of  one  per  cent  of  my  business.  You 
run  it  and  see  how  much  profit  you  can  make.”  (Walter  Lipp- 
mann,  New  York  Herald  Tribune , March  14,  1935.) 

Mr.  Lippmann,  the  beautifier  of  capitalism,  makes  the  capital- 
ists here  look  too  pacifist.  Ford  and  the  other  exploiters  of  labor 
won’t  just  say  to  the  government,  go  ahead  and  run  the  business 
yourself.  No,  not  that.  They  will  hold  on  to  their  business  and 
sabotage  production ; and  they  will  organize  war,  real  war,  against 
any  government  that  would  actually  go  through  with  a capital 
levy  that  Long  is  playing  with. 

But  we  are  running  ahead  of  ourselves.  We  are  still  assuming 
that  Long  means  what  he  says;  and  we  are  trying  to  find  out  what 
difficulties  he  would  buck  up  against  and  how  he  could  overcome 
them.  To  continue  then. 

We  are  at  the  point  where  the  stock  exchanges  are  closed  up 
for  good  and  the  banks  nationalized,  but  production  at  a stand- 
still because  of  the  sabotage  of  the  capitalists  who  still  own  the 
means  of  production.  What  is  the  answer?  The  Communist 
Party  program — not  Huey  Long — gives  the  answer:  workers’  con- 
trol of  production  and  immediate  socialization  of  all  large-scale 
industry,  commerce  and  transportation. 

“All  former  claims  to  ownership  of  the  means  of  production, 
including  stocks,  bonds,  etc.,  would  be  relegated  to  the  museum, 
with  special  provision  to  protect  small  savings.  No  public  funds 
would  be  paid  out  to  anyone  except  for  services  rendered  to  the 
community.”  (Manifesto  of  the  Eighth  Convention  of  the  Com- 
munist Party  of  the  U.S.A.) 
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This  and  this  alone  would  solve  the  problem.  Will  Huey  Long 
take  this  step?  No,  of  course  not.  That  would  be  introducing 
socialism  and  by  the  only  means  possible — the  means  advocated 
by  the  Communist  Party.  But  Long  made  it  amply  clear  that  he  is 
the  deadly  enemy  of  the  Communist  Party.  He  has  put  forward 
his  “share-the-wealth”  plan  as  a means  of  combatting  the  socialist 
plan  of  the  Communist  Party.  He  said  that  his  plan  was  “the 
only  defense  this  country’s  got  against  Communism”.  (New  York 
Times , March  9,  1935.) 

What  is  the  conclusion?  The  conclusion  is:  Long  does  not 
mean  what  he  says . He  says  he  stands  for  the  abolition  of  poverty 
but  attacks  the  only  plan,  the  Communist  plan,  which  can  realize 
this  objective. 

And  another  conclusion:  There  is  much  similarity  between 
Long’s  promises  to  share  the  wealth  and  Hitler’s  promises  (before 
he  came  to  power)  to  introduce  socialism,  National-Socialism. 
Hitler  promised  socialism  to  the  German  masses  but  attacked  the 
Communist  way — the  only  way — of  achieving  socialism.  Long 
promises  to  “share-the-wealth”,  which  is  a utopian  and  meaning- 
less phrase  without  socialism,  but  attacks  socialism  and  the  Com- 
munist Party  which  fights  for  it. 

Why  should  the  masses  in  America  think  that  Long  is  better 
than  Hitler?  Why  shouldn’t  we  rather  try  to  find  out  what  par- 
ticular circle  of  monopoly  capital  is  supporting  and  encouraging 
Long  to  build  up  a fascist  movement  in  this  country?  Here 
Walter  Lippmann  insinuated  that  some  of  the  Republicans  are 
secretly  playing  with  Long,  having  this  in  view:  that  Long  would 
split  the  Democratic  Party  and  thus  enable  a Republican  President 
to  get  into  office  at  the  next  national  election.  And  the  “choco- 
late soldier”,  Johnson,  reported  even  more  plainly  that — 

“I  have  a letter  reciting  a recent  gleeful  dinner  of  six  such 
Senators  who  were  happy  over  their  own  assertion:  ‘The  next 
election  is  in  the  bag — all  we  have  to  do  is  to  sit  back  and  laugh 
— Huey  Long  and  Father  Coughlin  are  going  to  give  it  to  us\” 

( New  York  Times , March  5,  1935.) 

Who  are  the  Senators  and  what  are  their  connections  with  some 
of  the  more  fascist-inclined  monopolies?  Let  Johnson  speak  out 
a bit  more  plainly. 

One  thing  is  certain.  The  monopolies  are  already  preparing 
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fascist  breastworks  against  the  inevitable  explosion  of  the  accu- 
mulating mass  discontent  and  disappointment  with  Roosevelt  and 
his  treacherous  New  Deal.  The  monopolies  see  the  initial  growth 
of  a mass  Labor  Party  and  of  increasing  Communist  influence 
which  strengthen  the  backbone  of  the  workers’  and  farmers’  re- 
sistance to  the  capitalist  offensive.  What  better  way,  think  the 
monopolies,  is  there  of  bolstering  up  the  capitalist  offensive  upon 
the  masses  and  of  confusing  their  radicalization  than  the  way  of 
building  up  fascist  movements  in  this  country  and  of  utilizing  for 
this  purpose  such  wild  demagogues  as  Huey  Long  and  Father 
Coughlin? 

But  let  us  examine  the  Long  demagogy  still  from  another  angle. 

Concentrated  Wealth  1$  Concentrated  Capital 

Long  and  Coughlin  both  speak  against  “concentrated  wealth”. 
They  say  they  want  to  see  wealth  de-concentrated,  redistributed. 
But  what  is  the  bulk  of  concentrated  wealth  under  the  present 
system?  It  is  concentrated  capital,  concentrated  means  of  produc- 
tion used  by  those  who  control  them — the  capitalists — to  exploit 
the  workers  and  toiling  masses  generally. 

We’ll  take  Long’s  own  example  to  illustrate  the  idea.  He  says 
the  Ford  Motor  Company  is  worth  two  billion  dollars.  To  share 
the  wealth,  he  would  take  from  Ford  $1,996,000,000  for  the 
United  States  Treasury,  leaving  Ford  the  remainder — four  million 
dollars.  Very  well.  But  this  sum  of  one  billion,  nine  hundred 
and  ninety-six  million  dollars  represents  the  value  of  what? 
Largely  of  land,  buildings,  machinery,  tools,  raw  materials,  etc. 
— that  is,  of  means  of  production  which  under  capitalism  is 
capital. 

Long  does  not  propose  to  break  up  and  divide  these  means 
of  production.  He  only  proposes  to  divide  up  the  shares  and 
stocks  which  represent  claims  to  these  means  of  production.  And 
we  have  already  shown  how  such  a proposal  is  either  a reaction- 
ary scheme  or  it  must  lead  to  the  socialist  revolution.  Here  we 
are  concerned  with  something  else.  We  want  to  find  out  why 
capital  concentrates.  We  want  to  find  out  how  it  is  that,  as  we  go 
along,  bigger  fortunes  become  still  bigger,  the  small  fellow  is 
being  squeezed  out,  and  the  number  of  propertyless  is  becoming 
larger  and  larger. 
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The  question  which  we  seek  to  answer  is:  Will  Longs  44 share - 
the- wealth' 9 plan  stop  and  do  away  with  this  process  of  concen- 
tration of  wealth? 

Suppose  for  a moment  that  the  capitalists  of  this  country 
would  accept  meekly  and  without  resistance  Long’s  capital  levy. 
Then  after  a while  fortunes  would  become  a bit  leveled  out.  Ford 
would  own  four  million  dollars  instead  of  two  billion.  Rocke- 
feller wTould  own  also  four  million  instead  of  ten  billion,  and  so 
forth,  while  a large  number  who  now  own  nothing  or  less  than 
five  thousand  would  each  be  owning  five  thousand  dollars.  Then 
what  happens? 

Production  continues  to  be  capitalist.  That  means,  first,  pro- 
duction for  profit.  Accumulation  of  private  profits  continues. 
Second,  since  the  big  corporations  remain  intact,  they  continue  to 
enjoy  all  the  advantages  of  capital  accumulation  that  are  offered 
by  large-scale  industry.  These  corporations,  that  according  to 
Long’s  plan  remain  in  possession  of  the  concentrated  means  of 
production , distribution  and  finance , continue  not  only  to  exploit 
the  wage  workers  but  also  to  rob  and  oppress  the  toiling  farmers 
and  the  small  capitalist.  The  result  is  that  capitalist  relations 
are  reproduced  again  and  concentration  of  capital  is  reproduced. 
Big  fortunes  will  again  grow  bigger,  the  small  fellow  will  grow 
smaller  and  squeezed  out  altogether  and  the  number  of  property- 
less  will  again  begin  to  increase.  Thus  after  a while  we  will  find 
ourselves  in  the  same  (if  not  worse)  condition  of  concentrated 
wealth  as  we  were  when  we  started  out  with  the  capital  levy. 

What  will  Long  do  then?  Another  capital  levy  to  even  out 
fortunes  once  more.  But  we  have  already  shown  what  happens 
to  it  when  you  try  the  first  time.  So  there  is  no  need  repeating. 

The  argument  here  goes  to  show  that  concentration  of  wealth, 
of  capital,  is  a law  of  capitalist  development . And  as  long  as 
capitalism  prevails,  this  is  how  it  develops.  Especially  is  this  true 
of  the  present  stage  of  capitalism,  the  last  stage,  when  it  is  fully 
ripe  and  ready  to  be  overthrown,  the  stage  of  imperialism. 

Long  says  he  w7ants  to  do  away  with  concentration  of  wealth 
without  doing  away  with  capitalism.  This  is  humbug.  This  is 
fascist  demagogy.  As  long  as  you  have  capitalist  production,  you 
inevitably  have  capitalist  reproduction.  This  means  the  reproduc- 
tion of  capital  and  of  concentrated  capital;  this  means,  on  the 
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other  hand,  the  reproduction  of  poverty  and  propertylessness. 

An  examination  of  Long’s  schemes  of  leveling  up  incomes  will 
show  his  fascist  humbug  even  more  clearly. 

To  Regulate  Earnings — Capitalist  Way  or  Socialist  Way? 

After  he  had  carried  through  the  “share-the-wealth”  plan, 
Long  says  he  would  begin  to  tackle  the  regulation  of  earnings, 
incomes.  And  in  this  way : 

. . a minimum  earning  would  be  established  for  any  person 
with  a family  to  support.  It  would  be  such  a living  on  which  one 
already  owning  a home  could  maintain  a family  in  comfort  of 
not  less  than  around  $2,500  a year  to  ever)'  family.”  (New  York 
Times , March  8,  1935.) 

Long  has  not  said  yet  how  he  was  going  to  establish  such  a 
minimum,  and  how  he  was  going  to  enforce  it.  So  we  must  try 
to  figure  it  out  for  ourselves.  And  the  first  thing  wTe  must  do  is 
to  examine  Long’s  proposition  with  respect  to  the  various  kinds 
of  earnings  under  the  present  capitalist  system.  Otherwise  we 
get  nowhere. 

What  kinds  of  earnings  are  there?  The  worker  gets  wages. 
The  capitalist  gets  profits.  These  are  the  two  main  kinds  of  earn- 
ings in  present-day  capitalist  society,  corresponding  to  the  two 
chief  classes  under  capitalism.  Then  there  are  the  kinds  of  earn- 
ings of  the  intermediary  social  groups  and  classes:  toiling  farm- 
ers of  various  sorts  (farmer-owners,  small  tenants,  share-croppers, 
etc.)  ; artisans,  small  shopkeepers,  salaried  workers,  etc. 

Wages . Long’s  promise  is  that  he  would  see  to  it  that  every 
wage-worker  who  has  a family  to  support  would  receive  a wage 
big  enough  to  enable  him  to  “maintain  a family  in  comfort”.  We 
assume  that  Long  would  promulgate  a law  compelling  all  em- 
ployers of  labor  to  pay  an  appropriate  wage.  Today  the  minimum 
may  be  $2,500  a year.  And,  if  the  cost  of  living  should  continue 
to  rise,  the  law  would  have  to  raise  wages  accordingly.  Thus  far 
the  thing  is  reasonably  clear. 

But  from  here  on  several  difficulties  arise  with  Long’s  plan. 
Suppose  the  capitalists,  the  employers  of  labor,  either  part 
of  them  or  all,  refuse  to  pay  this  minimum  wage.  This  is  not  a 
far-fetched  assumption.  We  have  seen  such  things  happen  before ; 
and  we  see  it  happening  right  now.  Roosevelt  says  his  government 
had  promulgated  a law  compelling  the  employers  to  recognize 

17 


collective  bargaining  but  the  employers  laugh  at  it.  Could  any- 
thing be  done  about  it?  Yes,  a good  deal.  The  workers,  organ- 
ized in  fighting  unions,  could  strike  to  enforce  the  minimum  wage, 
and  with  the  support  of  the  government,  the  workers  would  surely 
win.  No  doubt  about  that.  But  Long  is  opposed  to  strikes,  and 
he  is  opposed  to  fighting  unions  and  to  the  idea  of  class  struggle. 
That’s  why  he  is  opposed  to  Communism.  So  we  see  that  this 
way  of  enforcing  the  minimum  wage,  which  he  himself  promul- 
gated, he  will  not  take.  What  other  ways  would  be  open  to  him? 

He  could  promulgate  another  law  which  would  tax  the  profits 
of  the  recalcitrant  employers  and  out  of  the  proceeds  of  this  tax 
make  good  to  the  workers  the  difference  between  the  minimum 
wage  and  that  actually  paid.  That  wouldn’t  be  such  a bad  way 
either;  for  a while,  at  any  rate.  But  then  he  would  be  embarking 
upon  drastic  taxation  again  and  he  would  meet  a similar  kind  of 
situation  as  the  one  dealt  with  in  the  case  of  the  capital  levy. 
That  is,  systematic  sabotage  by  the  capitalists  which  can  be 
broken  only  by  the  socialist  revolution  to  which  Long,  by  his 
own  admission,  is  mortally  opposed.  So  we  see  that  this  road  of 
enforcing  the  minimum  wage,  Long  wouldn’t  take  either.  Are 
there  any  other  ways  open? 

Yes.  He  could  confiscate  outright  every  plant  of  a recalci- 
trant employer,  establish  there  real  workers’  control  of  produc- 
tion, and  run  it  as  a government  business.  But  this  would  arouse 
the  ire  of  the  capitalists  still  more  and  a struggle  would  ensue 
which  could  be  solved  in  the  interests  of  the  masses  only  by  the 
socialist  revolution.  But  this  is  taboo  for  Long. 

So  what  else  could  he  do?  Surrender  to  the  capitalists.  This 
is  what  he  did  in  Louisiana  when  he  came  in  conflict  with  the 
Standard  Oil  on  the  question  of  taxation.  When  the  Standard  Oil 
raised  a howl,  and  threatened  civil  war,  he  surrendered.*  Why 
should  w7e  think  that  he  will  do  better  when  in  control  of  the 
federal  government? 

All  that  we  said  thus  far  on  the  minimum  wage  of  $2,500  a 
year  does  not  mean  that  only  the  socialist  revolution  can  bring 
this  about.  To  say  so  would  be  absolutely  false.  The  Communist 
Party  calls  for  higher  wages  and  shorter  hours,  right  now.  It 

* For  an  account  of  Long’s  record  in  office,  see  The  Real  Huey  P.  Long, 
bv  Sender  Carlin,  Workers  Library  Publishers,  5c. 
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incessantly  works  to  help  organize  the  workers  to  fight  for  such 
demands.  That  is  why  the  Communist  workers  in  the  trade  unions 
fight  for  militant  policies  against  the  capitalists.  But  this  is  not 
Long’s  plan;  it  is  the  Communist  Party  plait.  It  is  a plan  which 
calls  for  the  building  up  of  powerful  fighting  industrial  unions 
in  all  industries,  for  the  building  up  of  an  anti-capitalist  mass 
Labor  Party  built  on  the  unions,  for  the  strengthening  of  the 
Communist  Party  itself  as  a strong  mass  Party,  and  for  a united 
front  of  the  masses  in  the  daily  organized  struggle  (strikes,  mass 
meetings,  demonstrations,  etc.)  to  fight  for  higher  wages,  shorter 
hours,  and  other  betterments  of  the  conditions  of  labor.  In  this 
way,  says  the  Communist  Party,  the  workers  can  also  force  Con* 
gress  to  pass  laws  favorable  to  the  workers  and  by  their  own 
struggles  enforce  the  application  of  such  laws. 

Up  till  now  we  have  discussed  Long’s  plan  to  insure  minimum 
earnings  without  considering  the  question  of  crises  and  unem- 
ployment. Manifestly,  this  question  cannot  be  ignored. 

Suppose  for  a moment  that  the  employers  of  labor  would 
willingly  agree  to  pay  their  workers  such  a minimum  wage  as 
would  enable  a family  to  live  “in  comfort”.  Hard  as  it  is  to 
assume  such  an  impossibility,  seeing  how  the  employers  behave 
right  now  in  such  industries  as  steel,  mining,  textile,  automobiles, 
etc.,  we  will  for  a moment  make  such  a supposition.  Having  done 
so,  we  ask:  and  who  will  pay  the  unemployed?  There  are  today 
in  the  United  States  not  less  than  about  12  million  fully  unem- 
ployed workers  according  to  the  conservative  figures  of  the 
American  Federation  of  Labor.  The  true  figure  is  somewhere 
around  17  million.  Will  Long  get  them  jobs  for  a wage  to  live 
in  comfort  with  their  families?  And  if  not,  will  he  provide  for 
their  being  paid  by  the  government  the  same  minimum  as  the 
employed  workers? 

He  may  say:  yes.  He  will  say  anything  that  suits  his  purposes. 
But  from  what  we  know  already  about  his  plan,  we  cannot  take 
his  word  for  it.  We  want  to  know,  at  least,  how  he  proposes  to 
do  it.  From  his  plan,  as  made  known  so  far,  we  will  show  that 
he  won’t  do  it. 

First  of  all,  is  it  possible  to  get  jobs  for  all  the  unemployed 
that  are  able  to  work?  Surely  it  is.  The  Communist  Party  pro- 
gram points  the  way  and  shows  how. 

19 


“Such  a government  would  immediately  provide  an  endless  flow 
of  commodities  to  replace  the  stores  thus  used  by  opening  all  fac- 
tories, mills  and  mines , and  giving  every  person  a job  at  constantly 
increasing  wages”  (Manifesto  of  the  Eighth  Convention  of  the 
Communist  Party  of  the  U.S.A.) 

That  is  clear.  After  the  revolutionary  overthrow  of  the  exist- 
ing capitalist  government,  of  which  Huey  Long  is  a part,  and  the 
establishment  of  a Workers’  and  Farmers’  Soviet  government — 
such  a government  would  immediately  expropriate  all  large-scale 
industry,  commerce,  transportation  and  banking.  Having  all  this 
in  its  hands,  the  Soviet  government  would  begin  to  run  them  at 
full  capacity.  It  would  cut  down  the  work-day  to  whatever  point 
might  be  necessary  to  insure  a job  and  decent  wages  to  all 
workers.  And, 

“With  the  establishment  of  a socialist  system  in  America,  there 
will  be  such  a flood  of  wealth  available  for  the  country  as  can 
hardly  be  imagined.”  (Manifesto  of  the  Communist  Party.) 

This  is  the  solution  of  the  problem.  The  revolutionary  solu- 
tion. The  only  possible  solution.  But  Huey  Long  wages  war 
against  this  solution.  And  what  is  his  alternative?  He  has  none 
except  empty  promises.  He  says  he  will  cut  the  hours  of  labor 
to  thirty  hours  per  week  or  less,  and  the  work-year  to  eleven 
months  or  less.  That  is  all  right.  That  is  what  the  Communist 
Party  demands.  But  the  Communist  Party  also  says:  cut  in  hours 
without  cut  in  weekly  wages , cut  in  hours  with  increases  in  weekly 
wages , because  present  wages  are  insufficient  for  a decent  liveli- 
hood. How  to  get  this  under  capitalism?  By  organizing  and  by 
fighting,  by  waging  a class  struggle  against  the  capitalists — says 
the  Communist  Party  program. 

But  even  with  reduced  hours,  without  a decrease  in  wages, 
capitalist  industry  today  could  not  absorb  more  than  a fraction 
of  the  17  million  now  unemployed.  Furthermore,  even  the  capi- 
talist experts  admit  that  only  a fraction  of  the  present  army  of 
unemployed  would  be  absorbed  into  industry  assuming  a return 
of  the  1929  boom.  But  nobody  envisages  such  a return  under 
capitalism.  At  any  rate,  there  are  no  signs  whatever  of  its 
approach  even  remotely. 

Can  anything  be  done  now,  before  the  socialist  revolution,  to 
help  these  millions  of  unemployed?  Surely.  It  is  unemployment 
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relief  and  insurance,  to  be  paid  for  by  the  capitalists.  It  is  the 
Workers’  Old  Age,  Unemployment  and  Social  Insurance  Bill  — 
HR.  2827 — now  before  Congress,  which  was  initiated  and  framed 
by  the  Communist  Party  and  is  supported  by  large  masses  of  work- 
ers, toiling  farmers  and  toilers  generally.  Will  Congress  adopt 
this  bill?  If  Huey  Long  and  his  friends  in  Congress  have  their 
way,  it  will  most  probably  not  be  adopted.  But  if  the  masses,  led 
by  the  Communist  Party,  will  wage  a militant  fight  for  it,  chances 
are  that  Congress  can  be  compelled  to  make  this  bill  a law. 

But  what  has  Long  on  that?  Nothing.  Worse  than  nothing. 
He  is  against  this  program  of  the  Communist  Party;  he  is  against 
the  methods  of  class  struggle  advocated  by  the  Communists,  He 
stands  with  the  capitalists  and  against  the  workers  and  toiling 
farmers. 

We  will  now  make  one  more  supposition.  We  will  suppose 
that  the  capitalists  will  pay  willingly,  without  the  workers  fighting 
for  it,  Long’s  minimum  wage  to  all — employed  and  unemployed. 
This  immediately  raises  a very  big  question.  The  question  of 
national  planning . For  it  is  evident  that  with  the  present  system 
of  anarchy  in  production,  with  each  capitalist  or  corporation 
making  and  fighting  for  its  own  plans  as  against  all  the  others, 
American  industry  couldn’t  reabsorb  the  present  army  of  unem- 
ployed. You  would  have  to  get  all  the  capitalists  to  unite  har- 
moniously in  order  to  decide  how  much  each  should  produce, 
how  many  workers  should  be  allocated  to  each  plant,  what  should 
be  the  wages,  profits,  prices,  quotas  on  the  market,  etc.  In  other 
words,  you  would  have  to  begin  the  organization  of  planned 
economy . 

Is  that  possible?  Surely.  They  have  established  planned  econ- 
omy in  the  Soviet  Union  and  it  works  fine.  But  there  it  is  not 
the  capitalists,  or  a capitalist  government,  that  does  the  planning. 
It  is  the  workers  and  farmers  with  their  own  government . This 
has  become  possible  in  the  Soviet  Union,  which  is  the  only  coun- 
try in  the  world  that  has  a planned  economy,  because  there  was 
there  a socialist  revolution,  organized  and  led  by  the  Communist 
Party — the  party  of  Lenin  and  Stalin.  But  this  is  not  what  Huey 
Long  is  talking  about.  This  is  what  the  Communist  Party  of  the 
United  States  is  talking  and  fighting  about. 

Huey  Long,  to  begin  with,  promises  you  the  realization  of  all 
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his  plans  without  governmental  planning  and  organization. 
Second,  he  promises  you  all  these  things  without  a socialist  revo- 
lution and  without  the  setting  up  of  a workers’  and  farmers’ 
government.  This  means  that  Huey  Long  is  against  a planned 
economy.  Hence  what  must  be  the  conclusion? 

The  conclusion  must  be  that  Huey  Long  is  trying  to  sell  to 
the  American  masses  a discredited  fascist  humbug. 

We  shall  prove  this  even  more  conclusively  when  we  take  up 
his  plan  for  the  farmers  and  Negroes. 

Long's  Promises  to  the  Farmers  and  Negroes 

We  are  continuing  the  discussion  of  that  part  of  Long’s  plan 
which  promises  a minimum  income  of  $2,500  a year  to  all  who 
do  not  make  it  now.  Previously  we  have  discussed  what  this  would 
mean  to  wages.  Here  we  shall  examine  the  plan  as  it  affects  the 
farmers  and  Negroes. 

How  would  Long  regulate  the  income  of  the  farmers  in  accord 
with  his  plan? 

Unlike  the  worker,  the  farmer’s  income  is  not  made  up  of 
wages  paid  by  the  employer  of  his  labor  power.  If  you  take  the 
farmer-capitalist,  his  income  is  made  up  of  profit  (including  rent, 
interest,  etc.)  derived  from  the  exploitation  of  the  labor  he 
employs.  With  him  we  are  not  concerned  here.  But  we  are  con- 
cerned with  the  income  of  the  toiling  farmer.  Most  of  the  farmers 
in  this  category,  as  a rule,  employ  little  labor  or  none.  They 
exploit  their  own  selves  and  their  families.  They  derive  their 
incomes  not  by  directly  selling  their  labor  power  to  an  employer 
(as  a wage  worker)  but  by  selling  the  product  of  their  labor: 
wheat,  corn,  hogs,  vegetables,  etc. 

To  regulate  the  income  of  the  wage  (or  salaried)  workers 
under  capitalism,  you  have  got  to  control  directly  the  payroll  of 
the  employer.  But  to  regulate  the  income  of  the  toiling  farmer 
under  capitalism,  you  have  to  regulate  the  market . For  it  is  the 
market  price  of  the  commodities  that  he  sells  (and  the  means  of 
production  that  he  buys)  that  determines  in  the  first  instance  the 
income  of  the  toiling  farmer  who  has  produce  to  sell.  This  is 
not,  of  course,  the  only  thing.  Taxation,  interest  rates  on  the 
capital  that  the  farmer  must  borrow,  mortgage  payments  and 
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debts  generally — all  these  have  a most  decisive  influence  upon 
the  income  of  the  toiling  farmer. 

That  is  why  the  Communist  Party  fights  for  such  partial 
demands  as  abolition  of  taxation  upon  toiling  farmers,  cancella- 
tion of  their  mortgages  and  all  other  debts  to  the  government  and 
the  bankers,  etc.  It  fights  for  these  partial  demands  as  a measure 
of  immediate  alleviation  of  the  plight  of  the  toiling  farmers.  It 
fights  in  addition  for  immediate  government  relief  for  the  farmers 
and  for  their  social  insurance  under  the  Workers’  Unemployment, 
Old  Age  and  Social  Insurance  Bill — -H.R.  2827.  These  measures 
would  really  alleviate,  though  temporarily,  the  sufferings  of  the 
toiling  farmer.  But  it  is  the  Communist  Party  that  fights  for 
these  measures.  These  are  not  in  Huey  Long’s  plan. 

Now  to  come  back  to  market  and  prices.  Can  the  farmer’s 
prices  be  regulated  in  his  favor  so  as  to  insure  him  a certain  mini- 
mum income?  Surely  they  can.  Let  us  see  how. 

First,  he  has  to  be  made  the  real  owner  of  his  produce.  This 
means  freeing  the  toiling  farmer  from  all  indebtedness  so  he  can 
sell  whenever  he  finds  it  advantageous  and  not  when  dictated  to 
by  his  creditors.  Also  he  must  have  government  elevators  and 
warehouses  to  keep  his  produce  until  sold. 

Second,  all  speculation  in  agricultural  products  must  be  at 
once  abolished  and  with  it  must  go  all  grain  exchanges.  Specu- 
lation in  agricultural  products  must  be  made  a felony  to  be 
heavily  punished. 

Third,  a government  monopoly  in  all  foreign  trade  in  agri- 
cultural products  must  be  established.  The  reason  is  clear:  to 
protect  home  prices  from  the  influence  of  the  changes  in  world 
prices  since  prices  of  American  agricultural  products  are  deter- 
mined now  by  the  world  market. 

Fourth,  the  government  must  begin  to  accumulate  reserves 
of  imperishable  agricultural  goods  so  as  to  be  able  to  rejease 
to  the  market  (or  when  necessary  to  withdraw  from  it)  such 
quantities  of  commodities  as  may  be  necessary  either  to  raise  or 
to  lower  prices.  Such  reserves  the  government  can  easily  acquire 
by  confiscating  the  reserves  held  by  speculators  and  banks,  and 
by  buying  the  rest  from  the  toiling  farmers,  at  fixed  prices. 

Fifth,  a wide  network  of  farmers’  cooperatives  would  have  to 
be  developed  for  joint  selling  and  buying.  These  cooperatives 
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to  be  controlled  by  the  toiling  farmers  and  not  by  the  government 
bureaucracy  or  the  rich  capitalist  farmers  and  bankers. 

After  these  measures  have  been  put  into  effect,  then  we  can 
begin  to  tackle  in  earnest  the  regulation  of  farmers’  prices  in 
favor  of  the  toiling  farmer  and  of  the  working  class.  But  not 
before.  These  measures  are  the  very  minimum  necessary  to  give 
the  government — a government  that  can  be  entrusted  with  such  a 
job — the  power  to  actually  fix  and  maintain  such  prices  as  will 
benefit  the  toiling  masses. 

Compare  this  program,  which  is  a Communist  program,  with 
the  methods  of  the  Roosevelt  A.A.A.  The  A.A.A.  also  is  trying 
to  regulate  prices  of  agricultural  products  but  it  is  trying  to  do 
it  in  the  interests  of  the  speculators,  the  banks  and  rich  farmers. 
And  at  whose  expense?  At  the  expense  of  the  mass  of  toiling 
farmers  and  of  the  working  class  and  poor  population  of  the 
cities.  By  destroying  crops  and  limiting  agricultural  production 
generally,  the  A.A.A.  did  succeed  in  raising  prices  of  agricultural 
commodities.  But  what  good  is  it  to  the  small  farmers?  They 
have  higher  prices  but  less  to  sell  so  that  they  are  about  even,  if 
not  worse  off.  But  that  is  not  all.  The  A.A.A.  is  part  of  the  whole 
Newr  Deal.  And  the  other  “accomplishments”  of  the  New  Deal 
are:  an  inflated  dollar  and  proportionately  larger  increases  in 
the  prices  of  the  industrial  commodities  which  the  farmer  buys. 
Thus,  while  the  price  per  quantity  of  goods  paid  to  the  farmer 
is  now  higher,  the  actual  income  (not  the  nominal)  is  smaller. 

There  are  all  kinds  of  price  regulations  possible.  Those  in 
the  interests  of  the  exploiters  and  those  in  the  interests  of  the 
exploited.  We  are  concerned  with  the  latter  kind  whereas  the 
A.A.A.  is  practicing  the  first  kind.  But  the  latter  kind  of  regula- 
tion can  be  seriously  started  only  after  the  above  measures  have 
been  realized.  Will  Long  realize  these  measures?  Of  course  not. 
They  are  measures  for  which  the  Communists  stand — and  Long 
is  waging  war  against  Communism. 

Thus,  these  five  measures  do  not,  yet  mean  socialism.  But  they 
are  steps  in  the  direction  of  socialism.  At  any  rate,  no  government 
can  undertake  to  tackle,  let  alone  solve,  this  question  of  good 
prices  for  the  toiling  farmers  without  first  putting  into  effect 
these  measures.  And  yet  Long  does  not  even  touch  the  question. 
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He  just  talks  of  farmers’  income  in  general;  exactly  like  Hitler 
did  before  he  came  to  power. 

From  the  above  it  is  clear  that  only  a Soviet  government,  led 
by  Communists,  will  put  such  measures  into  effect.  Why?  Be- 
cause such  measures  constitute  a serious  break  with  the  existing 
capitalist  relations,  leading  to  new  socialist  relations.  It  should 
also  be  clear  that  only  fakers  and  fascist  deceivers  will  promise 
a comfortable  income,  and  stable  income,  to  the  toiling  farmers 
without  at  least  tackling  price  fixing  in  the  manner  above 
described . 


Farmers  With  Nothing  to  Sell 

We  also  have  such  farmers,  large  numbers  of  them:  farmers 
with  nothing  to  sell.  How  is  Huey  Long  going  to  insure  incomes 
and  fix  prices  for  them?  Among  such  farmers  we  find  farmer 
owners  with  insufficient  land  or  implements,  small  tenant  farmers, 
and  share-croppers.  Among  the  latter,  large  numbers  of  Negroes. 
What  is  their  problem  of  securing  a $2,500-a-year  income? 

It  is  the  problem  of  more  or  better  land,  implements,  seeds; 
and,  for  the  tenants  and  share-croppers,  liberation  from  the 
oppression  of  the  landlord.  Land  for  them,  first  of  all.  Strangely 
enough  (or  maybe  it  is  not  strange),  the  boss  of  Louisiana,  which 
has  a real  share-croppers’  problem,  finds  not  a word  to  say  about 
this  category  of  farmers,  although  he  talks  a good  deal  about 
farmers.  For  example: 

i4We  would  plow  up  no  crops.  ...  We  would  raise  all  the  cotton 
we  needed,  and  if  we  raised  more,  we  would  store  the  surplus  in 
the  government  warehouses  for  the  next  year.  If  we  got  to  where 
we  had  more  than  twelve  months’  supply  of  any  crop,  then  we 
wouldn’t  raise  any  crop  the  next  year,  and  that  would  be  the  year 
we  would  put  on  the  government  and  state  public  works  in  that 
territory.”  ( New  York  Times , March  8,  1935.) 

That  does  not  help  much  the  share-cropper,  or  the  landless 
farmer  generally.  Nor  does  it  help  the  farmer  owner  who  can’t 
raise  on  his  poor  land  a crop  sufficient  to  maintain  himself  and 
his  family.  However,  it  sounds  good  to  the  farmer  who  owns 
enough  and  the  right  kind  of  land  to  make  a living  when  all  these 
things  that  Long  promises  will  be  realized.  But  there  is  a catch 
to  it.  It  is,  namely,  that  Long  is  opposed  to  all  those  measures 
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(the  five  measures  discussed  above)  without  which  these  promises 
are  sheer  deception. 

Just  think  of  it:  Can  you  have  all  that  we  just  quoted  from 
Long  while  the  toiling  farmer  is  burdened  with  debts  and  at  the 
mercy  of  his  capitalist  creditors?  Can  you  have  it  while  the 
speculators  and  banks  dominate  the  markets  for  agricultural 
produce,  and  the  fluctuations  of  the  world  market  dominate 
American  prices,  and  prices  are  not  fixed  and  maintained  by  a 
workers’  and  farmers’  government,  and  farmers’  cooperatives 
are  either  insufficiently  developed  (as  today)  or  controlled  for 
the  most  part  by  agents  of  the  rich  farmers  and  speculators? 

And  think  of  that  also:  If  you  are  to  have  what  Long  promises, 
you  must  have  someone  to  plan  production.  Not  only  agricultural, 
but  also  industrial.  And  planned  in  such  a way  as  will  benefit 
the  toiling  farmers,  and  the  working  class,  and  the  poor  popula- 
tion of  the  cities.  Because  otherwise  you  will  have  another  A.A.A. 
or  even  worse.  You  may  get  the  sort  of  regulation  that  Hitler 
fascism  established  in  Germany,  that  is,  slavery  in  addition  to 
hunger. 

What  must  you  have  then  to  realize  the  desires  of  the  masses 
for  an  economy  of  plenty  with  which  Huey  Long,  in  true  fascist 
style,  is  brazenly  playing?  You  must  have  a Workers’  and  Farm- 
ers’ Government  which  you  can  get  only  by  revolutionary  struggle 
and  in  no  other  way.  Only  such  a revolutionary  government, 

“.  . . would  secure  to  the  farmers  the  possession  of  their  land 
and  provide  them  with  the  necessary  means  for  a comfortable 
living;  it  would  make  possible  for  the  farming  population  to  unite 
their  forces  in  a cooperative  socialist  agriculture,  and  thus  bring 
to  the  farming  population  all  the  advantages  of  modem  civilization, 
and  would  multiply  manifold  the  productive  capacities  of  American 
agriculture.”  (Manifesto  of  the  Eighth  Convention  of  the  Com- 
munist Party  of  the  U.S.A.) 

Long  and  the  Negroes 

Long  is  playing  also  with  the  sufferings  and  needs  of  the 
Negroes.  He  quotes  a letter  from  a Negro  in  Louisiana: 

“Here  is  a letter  from  a poor  nigger  down  in  our  country. 
They  are  no  worse  off  there  than  anywhere  else.  ...  I cao*t  help 
him  all  that  I would  like  to,  but  I will  help  every  one  of  these 
white  and  colored  people  to  some  extent  in  my  state.”  (New  York 
Times,  March  8,  1935.) 
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Note  the  true  Southern  slavedriver  style:  “poor  nigger"’.  But 
we  will  pass  that  by,  for  the  minute.  Note  also  the  brazen  and 
detestable  lie  that  the  Negroes  in  the  South  and  in  Louisiana, 
“are  no  worse  off  there  than  anywhere  else".  Especially  note  the 
hypocritical  remark  that  he  “can’t  help  him  all  that  I would  like 
to”.  How  much  would  he  like  to?  Tell  us,  Mr.  Long,  and  the 
Negro  masses  in  Louisiana  will  tell  you  what  you  could  do. 

You  could  abolish  the  share-cropping  system  by  giving  each 
share-cropper  enough  land  and  implements  to  cultivate  it.  The 
land  you  could  get  by  expropriating  the  large  estates  and  land- 
holders, among  them  corporations,  banks,  etc.  And  the  funds  for 
implements,  seeds,  etc.,  you  could  get  through  taxation  of  the 
rich.  You  are  talking  so  much  about  taxation. 

You  could  abolish  all  taxation  upon  the  toiling  farmers,  and 
upon  the  Negro  farmers  to  begin  with,  and  cancel  all  their  debts 
to  government  and  capitalists. 

You  could  abolish  the  brutal  and  disgraceful  system  of  jim- 
crowism  and  insure  full  and  complete  rights  to  the  Negro  people. 

This  would  be  good  as  a beginning.  Then  you  could  follow 
it  up  with  the  rest  of  the  Communist  program  which  says: 

“Such  a revolutionary  government  . . . would  proceed  at  once 
to  the  complete  liberation  of  the  Negro  people  from  all  oppres- 
sion, secure  the  right  of  self-determination  of  the  Black  Belt,  and 
would  secure  unconditional  economic,  political  and  social  equality.” 
(Manifesto  of  the  Eighth  Convention  of  the  Communist  Party  of 
the  U.S.A.) 

Is  Long  the  one  to  do  it?  No,  not  Long,  nor  any  other  fascist 
faker.  It  is  the  Soviet  government  of  the  United  States  that  will 
do  it.  And  to  get  such  a government,  we  must  fight  precisely 
against  such  fakers  as  Long,  and  similar  deceivers  of  the  people. 
We  must  fight  in  accordance  with  the  policies  of  the  Communist 
Party. 

Taxation,  Credit  and  the  Transfer  of  Wealth 

Huey  Long  has  made  no  new  discoveries.  He  himself  desig- 
nates the  Bible,  the  Pilgrim  Fathers,  and  the  philosophers  of 
ancient  Greece  as  the  originators  of  his  scheme  for  “share-the- 
wealth”.  It  is  admittedly  an  old  yearning  and  desire  of  the  poor 
and  exploited  from  the  time  that  society  broke  up  into  classes  of 
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exploiters  and  exploited.  Long  merely  picked  up  this  old  desire 
of  the  exploited  and  is  playing  with  it  for  fascist  purposes. 

As  human  society  was  passing  from  one  stage  of  develop- 
ment to  another,  this  desire  of  the  masses  for  sharing  the  wealth 
assumed  different  forms.  And  until  capitalism  arrived  this  desire 
was  only  a dream  and  was  bound  to  remain  so.  Why?  Because 
true  sharing  of  the  wealth  meant  Communism;  and  Communism, 
the  highest  form  of  socialism,  could  arise  only  at  a certain  stage 
in  the  development  of  the  productive  forces  of  society. 

The  productive  forces  of  society,  that  is,  the  ability  of  society 
to  produce  wealth,  had  to  reach  such  a stage  where  it  would  be 
possible,  by  abolishing  exploitation,  to  satisfy  everybody’s  needs. 
That  was  the  first  condition.  The  second  was  that  division  of 
social  labor  should  reach  such  a height  and  the  productive  forces 
should  reach  a certain  degree  of  concentration;  that  is,  produc- 
tion should  become  social  in  character  to  such  a degree  as  would 
make  it  possible  to  socialize  the  means  of  production.  And  the 
third  condition  was  that  there  should  arise  an  exploited  class  in 
society  that  would  possess  two  main  characteristics:  (a)  that  its 
own  liberation  would  be  possible  only  by  the  abolition  of  all 
exploitation  and  the  abolition  of  class  divisions  altogether;  and 
(b)  that  it  should  play  a decisive  role  in  the  national  economy 
and  that  it  should  be  able  to  take  over  and  develop  further  the 
productive  forces  on  a socialist  basis. 

These  conditions  for  socialism,  which  alone  lays  the  basis 
for  the  realization  of  the  old  dream  of  sharing  the  wealth — these 
conditions  were  created  under  capitalism.  That’s  why  scientific 
Communism — Marxism-Leninism — arose  under  capitalism.  It 
couldn’t  arise  before.  But  when  it  did  arise,  it  transformed  the 
old  dream  into  a science — scientific  Communism.  That  is  what 
they  are  building  with  in  the  Soviet  Union.  That  is  what  the 
Communist  Party  of  America  is  fighting  for. 

Huey  Long  is  afraid  to  touch  the  science.  He  prefers,  instead, 
to  play  with  the  dream.  That’s  what  Hitler  did  in  the  interests 
of  the  German  monopolies. 

The  Small  Man's  Dreams 

It  is  among  the  “small  men”  especially,  among  those  whom 
scientific  Communism  designates  as  the  petty  bourgeoisie,  that 
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some  new  forms  of  the  old  dream  find  their  main  lodging.  The 
working  class,  particularly  the  modern  industrial  proletariat,  is 
less  subject  to  the  influences  of  such  dreams.  Being  the  only 
consistent  revolutionary  class  because  its  own  liberation  demands 
the  abolition  of  all  forms  of  exploitation  of  man  by  man,  the 
working  class  is  inevitably  and  most  easily  led  to  the  recognition 
that  scientific  Communism  is  its  own  philosophy  and  theory.  In 
addition,  the  decisive  position  of  the  working  class  in  the  national 
economy  and  its  powTers  of  organization  make  it  the  natural  leader 
of  the  struggle  for  the  realization  of  the  old  dream  along  the 
lines  of  scientific  Communism. 

What  is  the  main  feature  of  these  dreams  of  the  ‘‘small  man”? 
It  is  the  wish  to  abolish  extreme  wealth,  on  the  one  hand,  and 
extreme  poverty,  on  the  other,  without  abolishing  class  exploita- 
tion, without  abolishing  capitalism.  That  is  a dream.  Old  Theo- 
dore Roosevelt — a Republican — played  with  this  dream  when 
he  assured  the  masses  that  he  would  stop  the  concentration  of 
wealth,  bust  the  trusts,  without  busting  capitalism  from  which 
this  concentration  arises.  And  what  was  the  result?  Today  we 
have  more  concentration  of  wealth  and  more  poverty.  The  trusts 
have  never  had  more  power  in  the  country  than  they  have  today. 

Franklin  D.  Roosevelt — a Democrat — is  also  playing  with  this 
dream.  He  announced  his  N.R.A.,  with  the  help  of  Long  and 
others,  as  a means  of  curbing  the  trusts,  stopping  the  concentra- 
tion of  wealth  and  redistributing  the  wealth  by  leveling  it  out. 
The  result  is  well  known.  More  millionaires  and  more  paupers. 
Unheard  of  power  by  the  trusts  and  brutal  crushing  of  the  “small 
man”.  You  remember  the  Darrow  Report. 

Now  Huey  Long  and  the  radio  priest  are  making  similar 
promises.  Long  says  he  will  level  out  the  wealth  of  the  country 
by  a capital  levy;  and  the  radio  priest  says  he  will  accomplish 
the  same  job  by  restoring  to  Congress  “its  right  and  duty  to  coin 
and  regulate  the  value  of  money”.  (New  York  Times , March  12, 
1935.) 


Measure  Transitional  to  Socialism 

Can  the  government’s  power  of  taxation,  and  its  power  to 
coin  and  regulate  money,  and  the  proposed  power  to  control  and 
regulate  credit — can  these  powers  be  used  to  transfer  the  wealth 
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from  the  rich  to  the  poor,  from  the  exploiters  to  the  exploited? 
Our  answer  was  what? 

Yes,  these  powers  can  be  used  for  that  purpose.  It  depends, 
however,  on  the  conditions  under  which  it  is  done  and  by  what 
kind  of  a government  it  is  done. 

First  about  the  conditions. 

If  it  is  done  in  the  process  of  the  socialist  revolution,  as  first 
steps  towards  the  socialization  of  industry,  then  these  powers  of 
government  to  tax,  and  to  regulate  currency  and  credit,  can  be 
used  very  effectively  to  alleviate  the  suffering  of  the  masses  at 
once  and,  at  the  same  time,  to  accelerate  the  process  of  trans- 
ferring the  wealth  of  the  nation  from  the  capitalists  to  the  toilers. 

In  other  words,  these  powers  of  government  can  be  used  very 
effectively  in  the  interests  of  the  workers,  toiling  farmers  and  all 
exploited,  only  in  the  carrying  out  of  measures  transitional  to 
socialism • 

We  have  shown  in  the  foregoing  articles  how  a capital  levy, 
such  as  Long  is  playing  around  with,  would  be  (or  might  be)  a 
powerful  auxiliary  instrument  for  hastening  the  transference  of 
the  wealth  of  the  country  to  the  exploited.  We  have  shown  how 
inevitably  the  carrying  out  earnestly  of  a capital  levy,  if  it  is  to 
be  made  effective,  would  lead  to  certain  measures  of  socializa- 
tion, would  open  up  the  transition  to  socialism  and  the  fight  for 
the  establishment  of  a Soviet  government  of  workers  and  farmers, 
but  by  itself , just  the  promulgation  of  a capital  levy  by  the  gov- 
ernment and  nothing  else,  the  capital  levy  would  become  a joke, 
ft  would  never  become  effective.  And  it  certainly  would  not 
achieve  any  significant  or  tangible  redistribution  of  wealth. 

What  is  the  theoretical,  the  scientific  explanation  for  that? 

It  is  this:  that  the  basic  reason  for  concentrated  wealth,  and 
the  tremendous  disproportions  between  wealth  and  poverty,  is 
the  capitalist  relations  of  production . It  is  in  the  sphere  of  pro- 
duction, not  credit,  not  money,  not  taxation,  that  the  basic  cause 
lies  for  the  existing  inequalities  in  the  distribution  of  wealth.  It 
is  the  capitalist  ownership  of  the  means  of  production . Take  this 
away  from  them  and  make  it  socialist  property,  and  you  have 
removed  the  roots  of  capitalism  and  of  concentrated  private 
wealth.  To  accomplish  this  job,  or  in  transition  to  it,  taxation  and 
regulation  of  money  and  credit  will  be  very  helpful.  Leave  the 
means  of  production  with  the  capitalists,  and  no  matter  what  you 
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do  by  taxation,  money  and  credit,  you  will  not  abolish  concen- 
trated wealth  and  poverty. 

Taxation,  and  the  regulation  of  money  and  credit,  have  a 
powerful  effect  upon  production.  The  capitalist  governments  use 
such  of  these  powers  as  they  enjoy  to  protect  and  defend  the 
interests  of  the  capitalist  production.  And  the  power  of  regu- 
lating currency  and  credit,  which  is  now  in  the  hands  of  the 
banking  oligarchy  in  the  United  States,  is  a powerful  weapon 
in  their  hands  to  protect  the  interests  of  the  monopolies.  But 
why  are  these  instruments  such  a powerful  weapon  in  the  hands 
of  the  banking  oligarchy?  Because  these  instruments  (regulation 
of  money  and  credit)  are  derived  from  and  serve  a certain  mode 
of  production , the  capitalist  mode  of  production. 

What  is  the  conclusion?  If  you  want  to  use  such  instruments 
effectively  for  the  exploited  and  against  the  capitalists,  you  must 
use  them  for  the  purpose  of  building  up  another  mode  of  produc- 
tioni,  the  socialist  mode  of  production. 

Now  about  the  kind  of  government  that  can  do  it. 

It  stands  to  reason  that  if  these  instruments  (taxation,  regu- 
lation of  currency  and  credit)  can  be  used  to  accelerate  the 
transference  of  wealth  from  the  capitalists  to  the  masses  in  an 
effective  way  only  as  measures  transitional  to  the  building  of  a 
socialist  mode  of  production,  or  in  the  actual  building  of  it,  then 
the  kind  of  government  that  will  do  it  is  the  one  that  sets  out 
to  build  socialism.  That  means  a Soviet  government  of  workers 
and  farmers. 

It  is  conceivable,  of  course,  that  some  of  these  measures  can 
be  imposed  upon  a non-Soviet  government  by  a powerful  revo- 
lutionary upsurge  of  the  masses.  But  that  would  mean  the  eve 
of  the  struggle  for  power  which  would  soon  sweep  out  that  gov- 
ernment and  establish  the  workers  and  farmers  in  power. 

That  is  the  meaning  of  Marx’s  words: 

“That  under  certain  economic  and  political  conditions  the  credit 
system  can  serve  to  hasten  the  emancipation  of  the  working  class, 
just  as,  for  instance,  in  the  beginning  of  the  eighteenth  and  again 
at  the  beginning  of  the  nineteenth  century  in  England  it  served 
towards  transferring  the  wealth  of  one  class  to  another,  is  quite 
unquestionable,  self-evident.  But  to  regard  interest-bearing  capital 
as  the  main  form  of  capital  while  trying  to  use  a special  form  of 
credit,  the  alleged  abolition  of  interest,  as  the  basis  for  a trans- 
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formation  of  society,  is  a thoroughly  petty-bourgeois  fantasy.” 
( The  Correspondence  of  Marx  and  Engels , Letter  No.  72,  Inter- 
national Publishers,  New  York.) 


This  fantasy  Marx  had  to  deal  with  as  far  back  as  in  the  1860’s 
to  combat  the  ideologist  of  the  French  petty  bourgeoisie, 
Proudhon.  But  it  still  holds  good  for  understanding  the  fantastic 
nature  of  similar  schemes  today.  And  it  helps  to  detect  the  fascist 
nature  of  the  “ideology”  of  such  fellows  as  Long  and  Coughlin, 
who  play  upon  these  fantasies  of  the  petty  bourgeoisie  to  build 
up  for  the  monopolies  fascist  bulwarks  against  the  toilers  and 
for  the  capitalist  offensive. 


Read  About  the  Day-to-Day  Struggles  of  the 
Working  Class  Against  Capitalism 

• 

READ  THE 

DAILY  WORKER 

CENTRAL  ORGAN  OF  THE  COMMUNIST  PARTY  OF  THE  U.  S.  A. 

"America's  Only  Working  Class  Daily  Newspaper" 

• 

SUBSCRIPTION  RATES: 

$6.00  a year;  $3.50  a half  year;  $2.00  for  3 months. 

For  Manhattan  and  Bronx: 

$9.00  a year;  $5.00  a half  year;  $3.00  for  3 months 
SINGLE  COPIES,  3 CENTS 

• 

DAILY  WORKER 

50  East  13th  Street  New  York,  N.  Y. 


Published  by 

WORKERS  LIBRARY  PUBLISHERS 

P.O.  Box  148,  Sta.  D,  New  York  City 
APRIL,  1935 


CONTENTS 


Helping  Landon  and  Hearst  ....  3 

Money  and  Banking 9 

A Living  Annual  Wage 15 

Relief  and  Social  Security  ....  22 

Inflation  and  the  Farmers  . . . . 27 

Civil  Liberties  and  Democratic  Rights  . . 34 

War  and  Peace 40 


PUBLISHED  BY  WORKERS  LIBRARY  PUBLISHERS,  INC.,  P.  O.  BOX  148, 
P.  O.  BOX  148,  STA.  D,  NEW  YORK  CITY.  AUGUST,  1936  209 


HOW  TO  WIN  SOCIAL  JUSTICE 

By  ALEX  BITTELMAN 

HELPING  LANDON  AND  HEARST 


^OCIAL  justice  is  a great  ideal.  Ever  since  society  broke  up 
into  classes  of  haves  and  have-nots,  rich  and  poor,  exploit- 
ers and  exploited,  oppressors  and  oppressed,  the  toiling  people 
of  all  lands  and  centuries  have  been  dreaming  of  and  fighting 
for  social  justice. 

This  has  been  truthfully  explained  by  Marx  and  Engels, 
two  of  the  greatest  teachers  of  toiling  humanity,  in  their 
famous  Communist  Manifesto , published  for  the  first  time 
in  the  year  1848.  There  they  said: 
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"Oppressor  and  oppressed  stood  in  constant  opposition  to 
one  another,  carried  on  an  uninterrupted,  now  hidden,  now 
open  fight,  a fight  that  each  time  ended  either  in  a revolu- 
tionary reconstruction  of  society  at  large,  or  in  the  common 
ruin  of  the  contending  classes.” 


Social  justice  is  also  the  great  ideal  of  our  own  time.  The 
working  people  crave  it.  They  listen  anxiously  to  everyone 
who  preaches  it.  How  else  could  it  be? 

The  oppression  of  the  people  by  Big  Business  has  become 
intolerable.  Here,  in  the  wealthiest  country  in  the  world,  with 
limitless  natural  resources  and  the  greatest  capacities  for  the 
production  of  wealth,  15,000,000  people  walk  the  streets  in 
search  of  jobs.  The  youth  of  America  treads  the  highways  of 
the  land  without  prospects  or  future.  The  bulk  of  the  Ameri- 


can  farmers,  once  free  and  independent,  are  being  turned  into 
a landless  peasantry. 

Astounding.  Unbelievable.  Yet  this  is  the  picture. 

Every  toiler  above  50,  and  sometimes  sooner,  is  thrown 
into  discard  as  so  much  rubbish.  The  employed  wage  earners, 
those  lucky  enough  to  have  jobs,  live  in  constant  dread  of 
losing  them,  are  prematurely  broken  by  inhuman  speed-up 
and  forced  to  work  for  a mere  subsistence  wage  or  below 
subsistence. 

The  middle  classes,  the  small  businessmen  and  professionals, 
who  especially  valued  the  independence  of  their  social  position, 
are  mercilessly  subjugated  and  crushed  by  the  monopolies. 

And  14,000,000  Negroes,  mostly  working  people,  are 
treated  like  pariahs,  discriminated  against,  oppressed,  perse- 
cuted and  lynched. 

Such  is  the  justice  of  the  present  social  system.  Such  is  the 
justice  of  the  system  which  Landon  and  Hearst  are  determined 
to  maintain  at  all  costs  and  by  all  means. 

This  is  the  system  and  justice  which  Hearst  seeks  to  per- 
petuate even  by  means  of  fascism.  Like  Hitler  and  Mussolini. 

Yet  Coughlin  and  Lemke,  who  claim  to  be  opposed  to  the 
iniquities  of  the  present  social  system,  who  would  like  to  be 
accepted  by  the  people  as  fighters  for  social  justice,  are  help- 
ing Landon  and  Hearst  to  come  to  power  in  the  government. 

They  deny  it,  of  course.  They  profess  to  be  in  opposition 
to  both  Landon  and  Roosevelt.  But  their  deeds  tell  a different 
story. 

They  work  for  the  defeat  of  Roosevelt  and  for  the  election 
of  Landon.  This  is  a fact  which  neither  Coughlin  nor  Lemke 
can  successfully  deny. 

Landon  means  Hearst,  Hearst  picked  Landon  for  the 
Republican  nomination.  Landon  means  Wall  Street.  Landon 
means  Big  Business,  the  most  reactionary  monopolies. 
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He  who  works  for  Landon,  whether  wittingly  or  unwit- 
tingly, openly  or  covertly,  is  working  for  Big  Business,  reac- 
tion and  fascism. 

He  who  helps  the  election  of  Landon  works  for  the  "justice” 
of  the  present  system.  He  works  against  the  social  justice 
which  the  American  people  profoundly  desire. 

Coughlin  and  Lemke  cannot  dispel  from  the  minds  even  of 
their  own  misguided  followers  the  deep  suspicion  that  the 
launching  of  the  Lemke  ticket  is  a trick  to  elect  Landon. 

On  June  19,  Coughlin  received  a telegram  reading  thus: 

"Listened  your  splendid  address  and  enthusiastically  with 
you  on  need  for  progressive  party  to  fight  for  social  justice 
stop  We  feel  however  that  by  voting  for  Lemke  we  may  let 
in  Landon  and  the  Republicans  who  we  think  are  the  paid 
representatives  of  the  money  changers  stop  We  feel  that  it 
would  be  better  for  us  all  not  to  risk  defeating  Roosevelt 
stop  Can  you  explain  this  to  us 

J.  P.,  New  Haven,  Conn.” 

This  telegram  was  published  in  Coughlin’s  weekly  paper, 
Social  Justice,  on  June  29,  1936.  And  in  the  same  issue 
Coughlin  tried  to  answer  it.  But  he  didn’t. 

The  telegram  of  J.  P.  from  New  Haven  puts  a straight 
question  requiring  a straight  answer. 

Lemke  has  no  chance  of  being  elected.  Everybody  knows 
that.  Lemke  will  take  very  few  votes  from  Landon.  Why? 
Because  Coughlin  and  Lemke  are  waging  war  against  Roose- 
vent,  not  Landon.  This  means  that  those  who  fall  for  the 
Coughlin-Lemke  speeches,  such  as  were  made  by  them  at  the 
Townsend  convention,  will  surely  not  vote  for  Roosevelt. 

For  whom  will  they  vote?  Some  may  vote  Communist  or 
Socialist.  And  this  wouldn’t  be  bad  at  all.  But  unfortunately, 
the  bulk  of  those  who  take  seriously  the  speeches  of  Coughlin, 
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Lemke  and  Gerald  K.  Smith  will  not  vote  this  way.  They  will 
either  vote  for  Lemke  or  Landon. 

Chances  are  that  the  bulk  of  the  Coughlin  converts  will 
vote  directly  for  Landon.  Because  if  Coughlin  can  convince 
them  that  Roosevelt  is  the  main  enemy  who  must  be  defeated 
at  all  costs,  they  are  very  likely  to  proceed  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  safest  way  of  defeating  Roosevelt  is  to  vote  for 
Landon.  And  those  that  will  cast  their  votes  for  Lemke  will 
also  be  voting  for  Landon  since  Lemke  hasn’t  the  ghost  of  a 
chance  to  be  elected. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  such  were  the  thoughts  in  the 
mind  of  J.  P.  when  he  sent  his  telegraphic  inquiry  to  Coughlin. 
J.  P.  does  not  want  Landon,  much  as  he  may  be  opposed  to 
Roosevelt. 

And  remember:  J.  P.,  as  he  says  himself  in  his  telegram, 
believes  Coughlin’s  claim  that  the  Lemke  Union  Party  is  a 
"progressive  party  to  fight  for  social  justice”.  We  shall  show 
that  it  is  not  by  examining  in  the  following  chapters  the  pro- 
gram, principles  and  character  of  this  so-called  party.  But, 
whatever  illusions  J.  P.  may  have  regarding  the  Coughlin- 
Lemke  party,  he  is  under  no  misapprehension  as  to  what  this 
party  may  accomplish  in  the  1936  elections.  It  "may  let  in 
Landon  and  the  Republicans”.  And  he  is  under  no  misap- 
prehension as  to  what  Landon  and  the  Republicans  stand  for. 
They  "are  the  paid  representatives  of  the  money-changers” 
whom  Coughlin  is  supposed  to  be  fighting. 

Did  Coughlin  answer  all  these  straight  questions  and  argu- 
ments— questions  from  his  own  followers? 

No,  he  did  not. 

Instead  of  answering  honestly  and  frankly  the  question  put 
to  him  by  J.  P.,  he  counters  with  a question  of  his  own:  "What 
will  happen  to  America  with  four  more  years  of  Roosevelt?” 
Yet  what  his  inquirer  wanted  to  know  was  what  will  happen 
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to  the  American  people  in  the  next  four  years  under  Landon 
and  Hearst?  On  this  Coughlin  kept  mum. 

Coughlin  evaded  completely  the  question  as  to  whether  vot- 
ing for  Lemke  may  not  let  in  Landon.  Instead,  he  attacked  the 
"philosophy  of  defeatism”,  called  upon  all  "good  soldiers” 
to  fact  the  "crisis”  and  concluded: 

''Therefore,  this  is  not  a question  of  electing  Landon  or  of 
ousting  Roosevelt.  This  is  a question  of  fighting  to  the  last 
drop  of  our  political  blood  and  with  the  last  ounce  of 
strength  of  our  love  of  liberty  at  this  very  moment.” 

This  answer  is  not  honest  on  the  face  of  it.  Everyone  that 
listened  to  Coughlin,  Lemke  and  Gerald  K.  Smith  (Storm 
Troop  Smith) , in  the  Townsend  convention  and  elsewhere, 
knows  that  Coughlin  is  urging  the  defeat  of  Roosevelt.  Cough- 
lin does  not  fight  Landon.  He  fights  Roosevelt.  He  seeks  to 
oust  Roosevelt.  But  in  his  reply  to  J.  P.  he  unblushingly  says 
that  "this  is  not  a question  of  ousting  Roosevelt”. 

And  on  the  most  decisive  question,  on  the  question  whether 
voting  for  Lemke  may  not  let  in  Landon,  the  question  that 
worries  many  a follower  of  Coughlin,  this  great  champion 
of  social  justice  has  nothing  to  say.  He  simply  keeps  mum. 

Why  does  he  keep  mum?  Does  he  lack  words  to  say  it? 
He  had  plenty  of  words,  and  pretty  strong  ones,  at  the  Town- 
send convention.  The  fact  that  he  had  to  apologize  to  Roose- 
velt would  show  that  he  had  at  his  disposal  in  the  Townsend 
convention  several  words  too  many.  Then  why  this  reticence 
on  the  straight  question  from  J.  P.? 

The  explanation  is  simple.  Coughlin  knows  that  J.  P.  is 
right.  Voting  for  Lemke  means  voting  for  Landon.  But 
Coughlin  cannot  admit  that  without  exposing  himself  as  an 
agent  of  the  money-changers  who  want  Landon  elected.  There- 
fore, Coughlin  prefers  not  to  answer. 
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We  do  not  know  whether  we  can  make  Coughlin  answer. 
But  we  feel  we  can  make  it  clear  to  the  membership  of  the 
National  Union  for  Social  Justice  that  the  Coughlin- 
Lemke-Storm  Troop  Union  Party  does  not  stand  for  social 
justice.  It  stands  with  the  money-changers  against  the  people. 
It  stands  for  the  injustices  of  the  present  system. 

We  feel  we  can  show  furthermore  that  the  Coughlin-Lemke 
party  is  projected  as  a fascist  party,  a party  in  the  service  of 
the  worst  speculators  and  exploiters  of  the  American  people, 
a party  whose  immediate  objective  is  to  elect  Landon,  who  by 
his  reactionary  policies  will  try  to  clear  the  road  for  fascism 
in  this  country. 

It  is  well  known  that  the  Communists  stand  for  a pro- 
gressive, anti-fascist  party  of  the  people,  a Farmer-Labor 
Party.  It  is  also  known  that  the  Communists  place  no  reliance 
upon  Roosevelt  as  an  effective  barrier  to  the  offensive  of  the 
money-changers  and  of  fascism.  That  is  why  the  Communists 
have  criticized  and  will  continue  to  criticize  Roosevelt  very 
sharply. 

But  as  to  Landon  and  the  Republicans,  the  Communists  feel 
about  it  pretty  much  the  same  way  as  many  of  the  member- 
ship of  the  National  Union  for  Social  Justice.  Bad  and  totally 
inadequate  as  Roosevelt  is,  a victory  of  Landon  would  be  a 
disaster.  That  is  why  we  seek  the  defeat  of  Landon. 

But  not  only  that.  We  seek  the  coming  together  into  one 
party — the  Farmer-Labor  Party — of  all  workers,  farmers, 
middle-class  groups  and  Negroes  in  order  to  build  up  a gen- 
uine "progressive  party  to  fight  for  social  justice,”  as  J.  P. 
puts  it.  That  is  why  we  criticize  the  spokesmen  of  organized 
labor  for  their  failure  to  take  the  lead  in  organizing  such  a 
party  on  a national  scale. 

Slow  as  the  process  is,  yet  such  a party  is  surely  coming 
into  existence.  We  shall  discuss  it  as  we  go  along.  But  Cough- 
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lin  and  Lemke  are  trying  to  take  advantage  of  the  absence 
of  such  a national  Farmer-Labor  Party  at  this  time  in  order 
to  build  a fascist  movement  under  the  guise  of  a third  pro- 
gressive party.  This  is  a danger,  a danger  which  the  spokes- 
men  of  progressive  labor  should  be  alive  to. 

MONEY  AND  BANKING 

^^OUGHLIN  is  specializing  on  money  and  banking.  He 
also  had  some  practical  experience  in  Wall  Street  specula- 
tion. Silver  is  his  particular  attraction. 

Because  of  this,  he  claims  to  be  the  chief  enemy  of  the 
money-changers.  And  he  further  claims  that  his  main  griev- 
ance against  Roosevelt  is  that  the  latter  had  permitted  the 
money-changers  to  come  back  into  the  temple. 

Our  contention  is  that  Coughlin’s  real  grievance  lies  some- 
where else.  It  lies  in  the  fact  that  the  silver  speculators  and 
the  monopolists  of  copper,  zinc  and  other  industrial  raw 
materials  have  not  been  given  by  Roosevelt  sufficient  say  in  the 
political  and  money  affairs  of  the  country.  "The  Committee 
for  the  Nation”,  a group  of  raw  material  monopolists,  has  not 
been  very  vocal  of  late  precisely  because  Coughlin  and  Lemke 
have  been  doing  the  job  for  them. 

Not  that  these  speculators  and  vultures  got  nothing  from 
Roosevelt.  They  got  plenty,  the  same  as  the  other  monopolists. 
But  not  enough,  to  their  way  of  thinking. 

It  is  not  true,  therefore,  that  Coughlin’s  so-called  attacks 
on  the  money-changers  voice  the  grievances  of  the  farmers, 
small  businessmen  and  workers  against  the  bankers.  Not  at 
all.  Coughlin  merely  voices  the  selfish  grievances  of  one  group 
of  money-changers  as  against  another. 

The  silver,  copper  and  zinc  fellows  as  against  the  gold 
standard  guys. 
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The  monopolists  and  speculators  of  industrial  raw  materials 
as  against  the  monopolists  and  speculators  in  the  sphere  of 
industry  and  manufacture. 

These  divisions  do  not  always  go  all  the  way.  These  interests 
intermingle  in  many  spots.  Yet,  on  the  whole,  this  is  the 
situation. 

The  best  proof  of  the  fact  that  Coughlin’s  and  Lemke’s 
"attacks”  on  the  bankers  do  not  voice  the  genuine  grievances 
of  the  people  against  the  banking  oligarchy  of  this  country  is 
to  be  found  in  the  so-called  measures  which  they  are  proposing 
for  the  curbing  of  this  oligarchy. 

The  Coughlin-Lemke  Union  Party  proposes,  as  Point  2 of 
its  platform,  that: 

"Congress  and  Congress  alone  shall  coin,  issue  and  regulate 
all  the  money  and  credit  in  the  United  States  through  a central 
bank  of  issue.” 

This  is  a fraud  on  the  face  of  it.  For  what  honest  person, 
knowing  what  he  is  talking  about,  would  seriously  maintain 
that  the  mere  establishment  of  a central  bank  of  issue  would 
enable  Congress  to  regulate  all  the  money  and  credit  in  the 
United  States? 

In  order  to  achieve  this  desirable  and  highly  important  aim, 
Congress  will  have  to  do  much  more  than  merely  establish  a 
central  bank  of  issue.  It  will  have  to  nationalize  the  banks . 
Thus  and  only  thus  can  the  money-changers  be  driven  out  of 
the  temple. 

Coughlin  knows  that  most  of  the  money  is  credit  money. 
Today  the  bankers  do  both.  They  issue  the  money  and 
control  the  credit.  A central  bank  of  issue  will  take  away 
from  the  bankers  the  power  of  issuing  money.  But  it  will 
leave  them  practically  in  full  control  of  the  country’s  credit 
machinery  and  resources.  And  with  this  control  they  will 
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continue  to  be  able  to  interfere  to  their  advantage  with  the 
value  of  the  money. 

We  say,  Coughlin  knows  all  that.  His  speculations  in  Wall 
Street  must  have  taught  him  these  elementals.  Yet  he  wants 
the  people  to  believe  that  a central  bank  of  issue  will  solve 
fundamentally  their  money  and  credit  troubles.  An  obvious 
fraud. 

A central  bank  of  issue  is  not  a bad  thing.  But  it  will  settle 
nothing  as  far  as  the  people  are  concerned.  It  may  only  settle 
for  a while  some  of  the  differences  as  between  various  groups 
of  money-changers. 

Doesn’t  Coughlin  know  (of  course  he  does)  that  many  of 
the  big  money-changers  favor  a more  centralized  banking 
system?  They  might  even  be  induced  to  favor  a central  bank 
of  issue  if  they  could  be  assured  of  control. 

Besides,  here  we  have  the  Federal  Reserve  System.  It  is  not 
a full-fledged  central  bank  of  issue,  yet  something  very  close 
to  it.  By  the  Banking  Acts  of  1933  and  1935  it  has  been 
given  great  powers  over  money  and  credit.  By  using  these 
powers  in  the  interests  of  the  people,  a good  deal  could  be 
done  now  to  regulate  money  and  credit  in  favor  of  the  toiling 
farmers,  middle  classes  and  workers.  Roosevelt  uses  these 
powers  of  the  Federal  Reserve  very  cautiously,  always  fearing 
to  antagonize  the  money-changers. 

Yet,  instead  of  demanding  that  Roosevelt  use  these  powers 
more  determinedly  in  the  interests  of  the  people;  instead  of 
calling  upon  Roosevelt  to  secure  legislation  which  would 
democratize  the  control  and  management  of  the  Federal  Re- 
serve by  placing  on  its  boards  representatives  of  labor,  farmers 
and  small  businessmen;  instead  of  doing  any  of  these  things 
which  would  be  of  some  help  to  the  people,  Coughlin  and 
Lemke,  following  the  lead  of  Hearst,  want  to  see  the  Federal 
Reserve  abolished  altogether. 
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Strange,  isn’t  it? 

Under  Harding,  Coolidge  and  Hoover  the  Federal  Reserve 
was  completely  subservient  to  the  flunkeys  of  Wall  Street  and 
to  the  monopolies.  Roosevelt  has  tried  to  curb  somewhat, 
inadequately  and  ineffectively,  some  of  the  abuses  of  the 
financial  oligarchy.  He  has  tried  to  extend  the  powers  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  on  the  money  and  credit  of  the  country. 
That’s  why  the  monopolies  and  most  of  the  big  bankers  are 
against  him  and  for  Landon. 

Now,  if  Coughlin  and  Lemke  are,  as  they  claim  to  be,  on 
the  side  of  the  people  against  the  money-changers,  why  do 
they  seek  the  abolition  of  the  Federal  Reserve  System  instead 
of  its  strengthening  and  democratization? 

Why  do  they  seek  the  election  of  Landon  (Lemke  will  not 
be  the  next  President)  when  they  know  full  well  that  Landon 
in  power  will  either  destroy  all  the  powers  of  the  Federal  Re- 
serve over  money  and  banking,  or  he  will  restore  the  money- 
changers to  absolute  control  in  the  Federal  Reserve,  or  he 
will  do  both? 

Yes,  Coughlin  and  Lemke  may  say  that  they  favor  a central 
bank  of  issue  as  a substitute  for  the  Federal  Reserve.  But  this 
is  a fraud  again.  Why?  Because  such  a bank  by  itself  would 
have  less  power  over  money  and  banking  than  the  Federal 
Reserve  has. 

Therefore,  he  who  truly  voices  the  grievances  of  the  people 
against  the  domination  of  the  bankers  and  against  the  present 
policies  of  the  Federal  Reserve  should  call  not  for  the  abolition 
of  the  Federal  Reserve,  and  not  merely  for  a central  bank  of 
issue  but  for  the  nationalization  of  banking . This  will,  as  a 
matter  of  course,  include  a central  bank  of  issue  which  will 
be  a part  of  a unified  governmental  banking  system  with 
adequate  powers  and  machinery  to  control  and  regulate  money 
and  credit.  Nationalization  of  banking  and  democratic  control 
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of  its  management:  As  already  explained,  this  will  be  ensured 
by  placing  the  representatives  of  organized  labor,  farmers  and 
middle  classes  on  the  government  boards  in  charge  of  nation- 
alized banks. 

This  is,  in  a general  way,  what  is  favored  by  the  Farmer- 
Labor  movement  of  the  country.  This  is  what  the  Communist 
Party  included  as  one  of  the  central  planks  of  its  election 
platform. 

But  this  is  not  in  the  platform  of  Coughlin’s  and  Lemke’s 
party. 

Why? 

Why  should  Coughlin  and  Lemke  be  opposed  to  the 
nationalization  of  the  banks  and  to  democratic  management 
of  the  nationalized  banking  system? 

Why  did  not  they  include  such  a plank  in  the  platform  of 
Lemke’s  party,  confining  themselves  instead  to  a demand  for 
a central  bank  of  issue? 

We  know  of  course,  that  Wall  Street  is  opposed  to  nation- 
alization of  banks.  Hearst  is  opposed  to  it  also.  Hearst  is 
waging  war  against  the  present  French  government  for  its 
attempt  to  democratize  the  Bank  of  France  through  placing 
on  its  governing  boards  representatives  of  the  workers,  farmers 
and  middle  class.  To  Hearst  this  is  a great  crime.  But  the 
People’s  Front  of  France,  a sort  of  Farmer-Labor  Party,  which 
put  this  present  government  into  office,  demands  precisely  such 
and  more  thoroughgoing  measures.  Wall  Street  hates  it  and 
so  do  Landon  and  Hearst. 

But  how  can  Coughlin  and  Lemke,  who  claim  to  be  with 
the  people  on  the  question  of  money  and  banking,  how  can 
they  be  opposed  to  such  measures? 

We  declare  here  that  Coughlin  has  deliberately  betrayed 
and  violated  the  by-laws  of  the  National  Union  for  Social 
Justice. 
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One  of  the  central  principles  of  these  by-laws  is  the  demand 
for  the  nationalization  of  all  public  necessities.  And  in  order 
that  there  be  no  mistake,  the  by-laws  say: 

"By  these  are  meant  'banking,  credit,  and  currency,  power, 
light,  oil,  natural  gas  and  all  natural  resources.” 

In  other  words,  the  principles  of  the  National  Union  for 
Social  Justice  demand  the  nationalization  of  banks.  Why  did 
Coughlin  drop  the  demand  for  the  nationalization  of  banks 
as  well  as  the  whole  principle  of  nationalization?  Did  Hearst 
demand  that  this  be  dropped? 

How  can  Coughlin  continue  to  call  upon  the  people  to 
vote  for  the  Union  Party  when  the  platform  of  that  party 
failed  to  include  one  of  the  fundamental  principles  of  the 
National  Union  for  Social  Justice? 

To  say  nationalization  of  banks,  and  to  say  it  in  a practical 
way,  means  showing  specifically  how  this  is  to  be  undertaken, 
at  least  the  practical  approach  to  nationalization  of  banks 
and  democratic  management.  To  dq  so,  one  needs  to  realize 
this,  that  the  control  of  the  country’s  credit  and  money  lies 
today  in  the  hands  of  only  a few  big  money  monopolies.  They 
are:  Morgan,  Rockefeller,  Mellon,  Kuhn,  Loeb  & Co. 

Nationalize  these  banking  aggregations  and  you  have  laid 
the  basis  for  a nationalized  banking  system. 

During  the  period  of  1927-1932,  seven  leading  banking 
groups  "dominated  the  floating  of  more  than  60  per  cent  of 
the  new  bond  issues”  ( Rulers  of  America , by  Anna  Rochester, 
International  Publishers) . These  are:  Morgan,  Chase  National 
(Rockefeller),  National  City  (Hearst  is  interested  in  that), 
Halsey  Stuart  & Co.  (backers  of  Insull),  Kuhn,  Loeb  and 
Co.,  Dillon,  Read  and  Co.,  Lee,  Higginson  and  Co.,  (backers 
of  Kreuger)  and  Bancamerica-Blair. 

How  much  will  a central  bank  of  issue  be  able  to  do  to 
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regulate  money  and  credit  as  long  as  Morgan,  Rockefeller, 
Mellon  and  Kuhn-Loeb  continue  in  control  of  the  bulk  of 
the  country’s  credit  facilities  and  resources? 

Therefore,  nationalize  the  banks  and  begin  with  these  levi- 
athans of  money-monopoly. 

This  will  not  please  Coughlin  and  Lemke  whose  Union 
party  opposes  nationalization  of  banks.  But  it  is  the  only  way 
to  give  effect  to  the  demand  that  Congress  and  Congress  alone 
shall  coin,  issue  and  regulate  all  the  credit  and  money  in  the 
United  States. 

The  Farmer-Labor  movement  of  this  country  strives  to 
achieve  this  objective.  The  Communist  Party,  which  fights  for 
the  abolition  of  capitalism  and  the  establishment  of  socialism, 
supports  the  demand  for  the  nationalization  of  the  banks. 

Coughlin  and  Lemke — stooges  for  Landon — are  merely 
playing  around  with  the  grievances  of  the  people  against  the 
banks  and  money-changers. 

Coughlin  is  a fascist.  Just  like  Hitler  he  is  making  all  sorts 
of  vague  promises  in  the  hope  that  this  way  he  will  fool  the 
masses  into  putting  their  necks  into  the  fascist  noose. 

Organized  labor  is  in  duty  bound  to  see  that  this  does  not 
happen. 


A LIVING  ANNUAL  WAGE 

JpASCIST  demagogues,  as  is  well  known  by  this  time  from 
the  bloody  deeds  of  Hitler  and  Mussolini,  know  a lot  of 
tricks  to  befuddle  and  deceive  the  people. 

One  of  these  is  to  promise  everything — but  not  too  specifi- 
cally and  concretely. 

Coughlin,  Lemke  and  Storm-Troop  Smith  are  trying  to 
make  the  best  of  this  fascist  trick.  And  for  the  same  purposes 
as  Hitler. 
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They  know  that  every  American  toiler  craves  the  assurance 
of  a living  annual  wage.  A living  annual  wage  would  mean 
security  of  existence.  And  what  greater  thing  can  one  desire 
at  this  time  of  insecurity  and  unemployment  than  an  assured 
annual  wage? 

Coughlin  and  Lemke  know  that  and  are  playing  with  it 
for  fascist  ends.  They  promise  it  in  their  platform.  But  not 
too  specifically  and  concretely.  Point  4 of  their  platform  says: 

''Congress  shall  legislate  that  there  will  be  an  assurance  of 

a living  annual  wage  for  all  laborers  capable  of  working  and 

willing  to  work.” 

At  first  sight  it  looks  quite  attractive.  And  it  was  made  so 
precisely  for  that  purpose.  But  what  does  it  really  mean? 

What  specific  kind  of  legislation  shall  Congress  enact  in 
order  to  assure  a living  annual  wage? 

"Legislate  that  there  will  be  an  assurance” — look  at  it 
closely  and  see  how  fraudulent  the  whole  business  is. 

Did  Coughlin  and  Lemke  mean  that  the  government  shall 
assume  responsibility  for  such  a wage?  If  so,  why  didn’t  they 
say  it  in  so  many  words? 

Did  they  mean,  what  they  would  mean  if  they  were  not 
frauds,  that  the  federal  government  must  be  made  responsible 
by  law  for  assuring  every  worker  a living  wage? 

Did  they  mean  that  the  federal  government  must  pay  an 
annual  wage  to  those  workers  who  cannot  earn  it  through  no 
fault  of  their  own?  Did  they  mean  that  the  government  must 
force  all  employers  of  labor  to  provide  an  annual  living  wage 
to  their  employees? 

Or  what  did  they  mean? 

When  one  speaks  of  an  annual  wage,  one  must  of  necessity 
begin  with  jobs.  Every  American  toiler  wants  a job,  a secure 
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job  to  enable  him  to  earn  an  annual  living  wage.  And  this  is 
exactly  what  he  hasn’t  got.  The  question  is  how  to  get  it. 

Have  Coughlin  and  Lemke  anything  to  say  on  that? 
Nothing.  Not  a word  in  their  platform.  This  alone  is  sufficient 
to  convict  them  as  fascist  deceivers  of  the  people. 

How  can  you  seriously  speak  of  an  annual  wage  without 
tackling  the  question  of  jobs?  There  are  today  15,000,000 
persons  without  jobs. 

Yet  Coughlin  and  Lemke  (and  Storm-Troop  Smith)  think 
they  can  fool  the  people  by  dangling  before  their  eyes  a 
fascist  rag  with  the  inscription  that  "Congress  shall  legislate 
that  there  will  be  an  assurance.  . . 

Just  by  way  of  contrast,  see  what  the  Communist  platform 
says  on  this  point: 

"Open  the  closed  factories — we  need  all  that  our  industries 
can  produce.  If  the  private  employers  will  not  or  cannot  do  so, 
then  the  government  must  open  and  operate  the  factories, 
mills  and  mines  for  the  benefit  of  the  people.” 

Clear,  isn’t  it?  And  practical,  too. 

It  begins  with  the  beginning — an  assured  job.  That’s  what 
the  able-bodied  workers  want.  They  are  not  cheerfully  going 
on  relief,  quite  the  contrary.  It  is  Landon  and  Hearst,  for 
whom  Lemke  is  stooging,  who  slanderously  assert  that  the 
unemployed  prefer  relief  to  jobs. 

So  the  first  question  on  the  annual  wage  proposition  is  an 
assured  job. 

Under  socialism,  like  in  the  Soviet  Union,  this  is  no  spe- 
cial problem.  The  whole  of  society  runs  for  the  benefit  of 
the  people.  There  they  have  already  reached  the  point  of  de- 
velopment where  every  citizen  is  assured,  in  fact  and  in  the 
Constitution,  a job,  decent  income,  leisure  and  education. 
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But  here,  where  we  still  have  capitalism,  an  assured  job  is 
a big  and  special  problem.  If  it  weren’t,  why  have  we  got 
today  15,000,000  unemployed? 

Fascist  demagogues  like  Coughlin  and  Lemke  simply  can- 
not face  this  problem  of  jobs.  For  if  they  did,  their  whole 
fascist  fraud  would  be  exposed.  Hence  they  prefer  to  legislate 
assurance  instead  of  jobs.  But  you  cannot  live  on  fascist 
assurance.  See  Germany  and  Italy. 

The  Communist  platform  frankly  faces  the  question  and 
indicates  an  approach  to  how  it  should  be  tackled. 

Industries  today  are  in  the  hands  of  private  employers. 
The  basic  industries  are  in  the  hands  of  monopolies.  The 
monopolies  and  private  employers  are  the  dispensers  of  jobs. 
But  they  don’t  dispense  them  in  sufficient  volume  to  absorb 
the  present  army  of  15,000,000  unemployed.  They  don’t  run 
industry  to  sufficient  capacity.  They  keep  plants  running  at 
part  capacity  or  completely  shut. 

What  should  be  done?  The  answer  is  inescapable.  Open  the 
factories  and  run  them  to  sufficient  capacity  to  provide  jobs 
for  all  at  a sufficient  annual  income  to  make  a living.  This 
is  what  the  government  must  tell  the  private  employers  to  do. 
This  is  what  Congress  should  legislate  on  the  principle  that 
the  government  is  responsible  for  everyone  getting  a job. 

But  this  is  not  all.  Suppose  the  employers  refuse  to  do  it 
and  continue  their  present  practice,  what’s  to  be  done  then? 
Then  the  government  itself  opens  the  factories  and  operates 
them  for  the  benefit  of  the  people.  And  this,  too,  must  be 
legislated  by  Congress,  and  not  by  mere  "assurance”  as  fraud- 
ulently proposed  by  Coughlin  and  Lemke. 

From  the  question  of  jobs,  we  necessarily  come  to  the  ques- 
tion of  wages. 

What  kind  of  an  annual  wage? 

Coughlin  and  Lemke  speak  in  their  platform  of  a "living” 
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wage.  That  is  fine,  provided  you  become  more  specific  on  what 
you  mean  by  a living  wage.  The  monopolies,  as  is  well  known, 
have  their  own  conception  of  a "living”  wage.  It  is  some- 
where around  the  subsistence  level,  sometimes  lower.  Is  that 
what  Coughlin  and  Lemke  have  in  mind? 

Or  is  it,  perhaps,  Landon’s  $1.08  a week? 

Coughlin  and  Lemke  keep  mum  on  these  things  and  so 
does  their  platform.  Yet  this  is  a crucial  question. 

The  Communist  platform  answers  it  plainly: 

"Industry  and  the  productive  powers  of  our  nation  must  be 
used  to  give  every  working  man  and  woman  a real,  American 
standard  of  living,  with  a minimum  annual  wage  guaranteed 
by  law.” 

At  this  state  of  affairs,  the  workers  of  this  country  are 
interested  in  legislation  that  will  secure  employment  and 
establish  a minimum  annual  wage,  a wage  guaranteed  by  law. 

They  are  interested  further  in  building  up  strong  unions 
and  a powerful  Farmer-Labor  Party  with  which  to  fight  for 
such  wages  as  will  give  them  a real  American  standard  of 
living. 

It  is  significant,  therefore,  that  the  Coughlin-Lemke  plat- 
form should  speak  neither  of  jobs,  nor  of  a wage  guaranteed 
by  law,  nor  of  trade  union  organization  which  would  enable 
labor  to  secure  a real  American  standard  of  living. 

Why  don’t  they  speak  about  these  things?  Obviously  be- 
cause they  don’t  mean  a word  they  say  about  the  living  annual 
wage.  The  proposed  legislation  of  "assurance”  was  stuck  into 
the  platform,  like  all  the  other  points,  merely  as  a decoy  to 
catch  votes  for  Landon  by  way  of  Lemke . 

You  might  say  it  is  a sort  of  division  of  labor  engineered  by 
Hearst.  Morgan,  Hearst  and  du  Pont  are  banking  this  year 
on  Landon.  It  is  he  they  want  elected.  But  these  money- 
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changers  and  oppressors  know  full  well  that  large  numbers 
of  people,  even  though  disappointed  in  Roosevelt,  will  not 
vote  for  Landon  because  they  rightly  see  in  him  the  agent 
of  the  worst  exploiters  and  reactionaries. 

So  here  is  where  Coughlin  and  Lemke  come  in.  Under 
the  direction  of  Hearst,  these  fascist  adventurers  undertake 
to  corral  the  votes  of  those  who  might  vote  for  Roosevelt 
unwillingly  but  will  not  willingly  vote  for  Landon. 

In  other  words:  one  set  of  agents  of  the  Liberty  League 
works  for  Landon  directly  and  openly,  like  the  Republican 
Party  and  some  of  the  Democratic  Tories.  Another  set  of 
Liberty  League  agents  works  for  Landon  indirectly  and  sur- 
reptitiously. And  this  is  the  Coughlin-Lemke  party. 

Knowing  that  this  is  their  purpose,  we  can  better  under- 
stand the  nature  of  the  demagogy  of  Coughlin  and  Lemke. 
Since  their  job  is  to  appeal  to  those  who  are  disappointed  in 
Roosevelt  because  he  didn’t  do  enough  for  the  people,  Cough- 
lin and  Lemke  must  appear  as  "radicals”.  They  must  promise 
much  but  not  become  too  specific. 

Hence  their  platform  demand  for  a living  annual  wage  for 
which  Congress  should  legislate  an  "assurance”. 

We  shall  see  as  we  go  along  that  these  "friends”  of  the 
working  people  haven’t  a word  to  say  in  their  platform  about 
the  right  of  labor  to  organize  into  trade  unions  instead  of 
being  forced  by  the  employers  into  company  unions.  Not  a 
word  to  say  on  one  of  the  most  important  issues  of  this 
election  campaign. 

This  by  itself  is  an  eye-opener. 

Yet  this  "omission”  assumes  even  greater  importance  in 
connection  with  the  proposal  for  a living  annual  wage. 

They  talk  about  wages  and  don’t  mention  trade  unions. 
How  does  this  square  up?  Workers  want  an  assured  job 
and  an  annual  minimum  wage  guaranteed  by  law.  But  work- 
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ers  also  want  their  own  trade  unions,  not  company  unions, 
to  bargain  collectively  for  higher  wages,  against  speed-up,  and 
for  better  conditions  generally. 

Where  does  the  Coughlin-Lemke  platform  stand  on  that 
crucial  issue?  Where  does  it  stand  on  the  issue  which  has 
lined  up  all  the  monopolies  and  the  most  reactionary  monopo- 
lies in  steel,  auto,  rubber,  radio,  power,  etc.,  on  one  side — 
against  unions — and  labor  and  all  progressive  forces  of  the 
country  on  the  other  side — for  unions? 

It  takes  no  stand.  And  what  does  that  mean?  A stand 
with  the  monopolies,  with  the  Steel  Institute  and  the  Manu- 
facturers Association. 

Coughlin,  in  his  journal,  Social  Justice,  likes  to  parade  as 
a friend  of  labor.  He  plays  around  with  "friendship”  for  the 
trade  unions  and  even  for  industrial  unionism.  And  many  a 
worker  may  be  taken  in  by  it. 

But  the  same  Coughlin,  in  the  political  platform  of  his 
own  party,  the  party  which  he  carries  around  in  his  pocket, 
has  not  one  word  to  say  or  one  demand  to  make  in  favor 
of  trade  unions  and  against  company  unions. 

Every  political  platform  takes  a position  on  trade  unions. 
Even  Landon’s  platform  mumbles  something  about  it  which 
is  in  effect  endorsement  of  company  unions.  Only  Coughlin’s 
platform  takes  no  position. 

And  what  does  that  mean? 

It  means  that  Coughlin  is  not  simply  a reactionary.  Cough- 
lin is  a fascist,  like  Hitler  and  Mussolini. 

Coughlin  is  an  enemy  of  the  unions,  an  enemy  of  labor. 
His  and  Lemke’s  platform  demand  for  an  "assurance”  of  a 
living  wage  is  a decoy  and  a fascist  fraud. 

Labor’s  Non-Partisan  League  can  do  a great  deal  to  scotch 
Coughlin’s  fascist  plans.  It  shouldn’t  wait  much  longer  but 
make  a determined  effort  to  do  so. 


21 


RELIEF  AND  SOCIAL  SECURITY 


^MONG  the  issues  of  this  election  campaign,  the  question 
of  relief  and  social  security  is  one  of  the  most  acute.  And 
naturally  so. 

When  15,000,000  people  walk  the  streets  in  search  of  jobs 
and  private  industry  shows  no  desire  or  ability  to  absorb 
more  than  a small  fraction  of  them; 

When  millions  of  young  Americans  are  being  condemned 
by  the  Liberty  League  crowd  to  the  position  of  a "lost  gen- 
eration”; 

When  an  even  larger  number  of  old  people,  the  fathers  and 
mothers  of  this  country,  see  no  way  of  maintaining  themselves 
at  a level  of  most  elementary  decency; 

When  these  are  the  hard  facts  of  present-day  reality  in  a 
country  as  rich  as  this  one  is; 

It  is  more  than  natural  that  the  question  of  immediate  relief 
and  social  security  should  assume  the  proportions  of  a national 
problem  of  first  magnitude. 

And  so  it  is.  One  of  the  chief  issues  among  the  various 
political  parties  is  relief  and  security. 

Landon  and  the  Republicans  are  against  both.  They  pay 
lip  service,  of  course,  to  the  need  of  rendering  relief  but 
everybody  knows  that  they  are  against  it.  If  they  get  power, 
they  will  do  all  over  the  country  what  they  are  doing  now  in 
New  Jersey,  Pennsylvania,  Kansas.  Starve  the  unemployed. 

Roosevelt  and  the  Democrats  are  in  favor  of  relief  and  a 
certain  measure  of  social  security — inadequate  relief  and  less 
than  inadequate  measures  of  security. 

Browder  and  the  Communists,  as  is  known,  are  the  pioneers 
in  the  fight  for  relief  and  social  security. 

Thomas  and  the  Socialists  have  a position  on  this  issue 
similar  to  the  Communists. 
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Only  one  so-called  party,  the  Coughlin-Lemke  party,  has 
nothing  to  say  on  relief  to  the  unemployed — nothing;  and 
promises  very  vaguely  some  sort  of  "assurance”  to  the  aged 
and  young. 

Coughlin  and  Lemke  may  argue  that  if  their  money  schemes 
are  put  into  operation  there  will  be  no  need  for  relief  to  the 
unemployed. 

We  have  shown  that  these  schemes  are  a fraud.  Granting, 
however,  that  these  schemes  will  achieve  what  is  claimed  for 
them,  how  soon  will  that  take  place?  Not  very  soon. 

What  shall  the  15,000,000  unemployed  live  on  until  then? 
Remember,  these  unemployed  have  no  silver  to  speculate  on, 
like  Coughlin.  They  must  have  either  jobs  or  relief  and  they 
must  have  it  now  and  immediately. 

Do  Coughlin  and  Lemke  care?  Not  a bit.  The  platform  of 
their  Union  Party  completely  ignores  the  demand  for  imme- 
diate relief. 

Again,  Coughlin  and  Lemke  may  argue  that  if  their  annual 
living  wage  is  adopted  there  will  be  no  need  for  unemploy- 
ment relief. 

We  have  shown  that  this  scheme  of  theirs  is  also  a fraud. 
It  does  not  raise  the  question  of  jobs  and  indicates  no  prac- 
tical way  of  realizing  the  demand  for  an  annual  wage. 

We  have  also  shown  that  an  annual  living  wage  is  possible. 
The  demand  for  it  is  contained  in  the  Communist  platform 
which  points  out  a practical  way  of  how  to  get  it. 

Yet  this  takes  time.  The  Communists  have  no  illusions 
that  their  candidate  will  be  elected  in  1936.  If  the  people 
defeat  Landon,  the  next  president  will  be  Roosevelt.  And 
Roosevelt  does  not  stand  for  a living  annual  wage. 

It  will  require  a good  deal  of  organized  effort  and  struggle 
by  the  people,  through  a Farmer-Labor  Party,  to  push  the 
fight  for  a living  annual  wage  anywhere  near  realization. 
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Yet  the  unemployed  must  live  today,  tomorrow  and  every 
day  until  the  annual  wage  becomes  a reality. 

What  shall  they  live  on?  Do  Coughlin  and  Lemke  care? 
Not  a bit.  Their  platform  proposes  nothing  for  the  unem- 
ployed. 

The  Communists  and  the  Farmer-Labor  movement  fight 
for  adequate  immediate  relief  and  for  a system  of  genuine 
unemployment  insurance. 

Landon  and  Hearst  want  none  of  it. 

Roosevelt  tries  to  do  something. 

Coughlin  and  Lemke  just  ignore  it. 

Have  these  fascist  adventurers  merely  slipped  up  on  it? 
No.  It  is  a studied  fascist  policy  practiced  by  Hitler  and 
Mussolini.  It  is  a policy  to  draw  the  attention  of  the  people 
away  from  their  real  and  burning  demands  to  some  vague, 
meaningless  but  glittering  generalities. 

It  is  as  though  Coughlin  and  Lemke  would  say:  What  do 
you  want  relief  for  when  you  can  get  a living  annual  wage? 

They  are  masters  of  decoy  and  fraud  to  catch  the  masses 
into  the  nets  of  fascism. 

And  if  you  want  to  test  the  correctness  of  our  assertion, 
just  make  Coughlin  and  Lemke  speak  out  plainly  on  the 
question  of  immediate  relief  to  the  unemployed  and  on  unem- 
ployment insurance. 

The  present  fact  is:  their  platform  ignores  both. 

And  what  have  they  got  for  the  old  people? 

Point  6 of  their  platform  proposes  that: 

"Congress  shall  legislate  that  there  will  be  an  assurance 

of  reasonable  and  decent  security  for  the  aged.” 

Townsend  swallowed  it.  Hypnotized  and  bamboozled  by 
Storm-Troop  Smith,  Townsend  practically  gave  up  the  fight 
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for  old  age  pensions  in  favor  of  the  Coughlin-Lemke  promise 
of  "an  assurance”. 

In  the  Townsend  Plan  there  are  three  definite  things: 

When  it  speaks  of  aged,  it  specifies — people  above  sixty. 
This  is  important.  Because  if  you  shift  the  age  to  sixty-five, 
you  practically  invalidate  the  whole  scheme.  If  you  bring  it 
down  to  fifty-five,  you  make  the  scheme  doubly  valuable. 

In  other  words:  a promise  of  security  for  the  aged  has  no 
meaning  whatever  if  it  does  not  specify  the  exact  age. 

Therefore,  in  true  fascist  style,  Coughlin  and  Lemke 
promise  security  to  the  aged  but  conveniently  fail  to  specify 
the  age. 

The  Townsend  Plan  demands  $200  a month.  This  may 
be  much  or  little,  but  it  specifies  a sum.  This  is  important. 
Still  more  important  is  to  specify  the  minimum  below  which 
old  age  pensions  must  not  be  permitted  to  fall.  This  is  what 
the  Communists  favor  and  therefore  they  support  the  Frazier- 
Lundeen  Bill. 

But  if  you  don’t  specify  any  sum  at  all,  especially  the 
minimum,  you  fail  in  the  most  essential  feature  of  old  age 
security. 

Therefore,  in  true  fascist  style,  Coughlin  and  Lemke  prom- 
ise security  for  the  aged  but  conveniently  fail  to  specify  the 
sum. 

And  the  third  definite  thing  of  the  Townsend  Plan  is 
its  financing  scheme — the  transaction  tax.  This  is  a bad  fea- 
ture because,  being  in  the  nature  of  a universal  sales  tax,  it 
would  merely  rob  Peter  to  pay  Paul.  The  Communists  propose 
to  eliminate  the  transaction  tax  and  to  put  instead  a tax  on 
high  fortunes  and  incomes. 

Bad  as  the  transaction  tax  is,  it  nevertheless  constitutes  an 
effort  to  answer  the  basic  problem  in  old  age  pensions,  which 
is  how  to  finance  them. 
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It  is  clear  that  a scheme  for  old  age  pensions  which  does 
not  indicate  where  the  money  is  to  come  from  to  finance  the 
pensions  is  a fraud  on  the  face  of  it. 

Therefore,  in  true  fascist  style,  Coughlin  and  Lemke, 
though  great  experts  in  money  schemes,  promise  old  age 
security  but  conveniently  fail  to  specify  where  the  money  is 
to  come  from. 

But  about  the  worst  and  most  brazen  fraud  is  contained 
in  the  Coughlin-Lemke  plank  dealing  with  the  youth.  We 
quote  it  in  full: 

"15.  Congress  shall  re-establish  conditions  so  that  the 
youths  of  the  nation  as  they  emerge  from  schools  and  colleges, 
will  have  the  opportunity  to  earn  a decent  living  while  in 
the  process  of  perfecting  themselves  in  a trade  or  profession.” 

The  catch  here  is  in  the  phrase:  "Congress  shall  re-establish 
conditions.”  What  conditions  shall  Congress  re-establish  and 
how?  These  are  the  basic  questions. 

Shall  Congress  adopt  the  American  Youth  Act — the  Ben- 
son-Amlie  Bill — which  is  supported  by  the  American  Youth 
Congress? 

This  bill  provides  for  jobs,  educational  opportunities,  and 
vocational  training  for  all  young  people  between  the  ages 
of  16  and  25. 

Or  shall  Congress  establish  military  camps  for  the  youth 
and  forced  labor,  a la  Hitler? 

Which  of  the  two  "conditions”  shall  Congress  establish? 

Shall  Congress  continue  and  enlarge  the  National  Youth 
Administration  Budget? 

Landon  says:  No. 

Roosevelt  says:  Continue,  but  keep  quiet  on  enlarging. 

Browder  says:  Continue  and  enlarge. 

Coughlin  and  Lemke  say  nothing. 
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Shall  military  training  in  the  C.C.C.  and  schools  be  main- 
tained or  abolished? 

Landon  says:  Maintain. 

Roosevelt  says:  Same. 

Browder  says:  Abolish. 

Coughlin  and  Lemke  say  nothing. 

Shall  free  education  and  financial  assistance  to  the  youth 
and  the  children  be  guaranteed  by  both  federal  and  state 
appropriations? 

Landon  says:  No. 

Roosevelt  says:  Something  should  be  done  along  these  lines. 

Browder  says:  Yes. 

Coughlin  and  Lemke  say  nothing. 

Congress  "shall  re-establish  conditions” — so  reads  the 
Coughlin-Lemke  youth  plank.  But  what  do  you  mean  re-estab- 
lish? Re-establish  what — something  that  does  not  exist? 

Every  word  is  another  trick.  Fraudulent  and  dishonest  from 
beginning  to  end. 

That  is  how  fascists  operate. 

A decoy  for  the  youth  to  catch  them  into  the  nets  of 
Gerald  Smith’s  Storm  Troops. 

INFLATION  AND  THE  FARMERS 

^^OUGHLIN  and  Lemke  would  like  to  be  known  as 
friends  of  the  farmers.  Lemke  thinks  he  has  a special 
claim  on  farm  support  because  he  was  the  co-author  of  the 
Frazier-Lemke  mortgage  refinancing  bill. 

Whatever  claims  Lemke  may  have  had  in  the  past  on  farm 
support,  he  forfeited  them  all  when  he  joined  with  the  fascist 
Coughlin  in  the  so-called  Union  Party. 

What  does  this  party  demand  for  the  farmers?  The 
Coughlin-Lemke  platform  gives  quite  a bit  of  space  to  agri- 
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culture.  This  is  dealt  with  in  no  less  than  four  separate 
planks:  3,  5,  7 and  11.  And  this  is  another  trick  to  increase 
the  confusion  and  hide  the  fascist  purposes  of  the  platform. 

What  have  Coughlin  and  Lemke  to  offer  to  the  landless 
farmer — the  small  tenant  and  sharecropper?  These  constitute 
more  than  one-half  of  the  farm  population.  These  landless 
farmers  need  land,  implements  and  a chance  to  make  a living 
by  farming. 

Coughlin  and  Lemke  are  not  a bit  concerned  with  the 
landless  farmers.  For  them  the  Union  Party  has  nothing. 
Such  is  the  "friendship”  of  Coughlin  and  Lemke  for  more 
than  one-half  of  America’s  farmers. 

Now  we  inquire  as  to  what  Coughlin  and  Lemke  have  to 
offer  to  those  millions  of  toiling  farmers  who  still  nominally 
own  their  farms  but  are  being  crushed  by  the  weight  of  mort- 
gage debts  and  taxation. 

On  this  there  is  Point  3 of  the  platform  which  demands 
that  Congress: 

"Shall  refinance  all  the  present  agricultural  indebtedness 
for  the  farmer  and  all  the  home  mortgage  indebtedness  for 
the  city  owner  by  the  use  of  its  money  and  credit.” 

The  Frazier-Lemke  Bill  is  not  mentioned.  Maybe  Coughlin 
and  Lemke  are  getting  ready  to  abandon  that  bill.  We  don’t 
know.  But  we  do  know  where  the  catch  lies  in  this  plank. 
It  lies  in  the  phrase:  "By  the  use  of  its  money  and  credit.” 

Where  shall  the  government  get  the  money  for  the  refinan- 
cing of  the  mortgages  of  the  farmers  and  city  homeowners? 

It  can  get  the  money  by  taxing  the  high  fortunes  and 
incomes.  It  can  create  in  this  way  a fund  of  about  $3,000,- 
000,000  with  which  to  carry  through  the  refinancing  opera- 
tions. 
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This  is  the  only  way  that  will  help  the  farmers  and  small 
homeowners.  The  Communists  favor  this  way. 

But  not  Coughlin  and  Lemke. 

There  is  another  way  in  which  the  government  can  get  the 
money.  It  can  issue  bonds  and  sell  them.  It  can  just  go  ahead 
and  print  money.  And  it  can  use  a combination  of  both.  This 
was  what  the  Frazier-Lemke  Bill  proposed  to  do. 

This  is  a bad  way.  It  is  bad  for  the  farmers,  for  the  small 
homeowners  and  for  the  workers. 

Issuing  printing-press  money  means  inflation.  They  had  it 
in  Germany  after  the  last  world  war,  and  in  France.  As  a 
result  of  it,  the  very  rich  grew  richer.  A new  class  of  rich 
speculators  arose,  speculators  of  the  Coughlin  kind.  These 
fared  very  well  under  inflation. 

All  the  rest  suffered  a disastrous  catastrophe.  Small  savings 
of  a lifetime  of  hard  work  were  wiped  out  overnight.  Wages 
and  small  incomes  were  shattered  while  prices  of  all  neces- 
sities were  sky-high. 

Hunger,  starvation,  disease  and  death  were  the  lot  of  all 
toilers — the  farmers,  the  workers,  the  middle  classes,  especially 
the  middle  classes,  the  people  with  fixed  incomes  and  small 
savings,  the  people  whom  Coughlin  and  Lemke  pretend  to  be 
championing  most  particularly. 

It  was  a veritable  nightmare  which  the  people  of  Germany 
and  France  have  not  yet  forgotten.  So  much  so  that  the  mere 
mention  of  another  orgy  of  printing-press  money  is  enough 
to  move  the  people  to  acts  of  desperation. 

Coughlin  and  Lemke  want  the  American  government  to 
institute  such  an  orgy  of  inflation.  Why?  Because  this  is  the 
lifeblood  of  Wall  Street  speculators,  the  cronies  and  sup- 
porters of  Coughlin. 

And  there  is  also  another  reason.  The  people  hate  the  gold- 
standard  crowd,  the  crowd  that  stands  behind  Landon,  the 
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crowd  o f monopolists  whose  deflationary  policies  Hoover  was 
practicing. 

The  people  justly  hate  deflation  and  the  Hoovers  and 
Landons  who  stand  for  deflation. 

Deflation  means:  Cutting  wages,  mass  lay-offs,  mass  fore- 
closures on  the  property  of  small  owners  on  farms  and  in  the 
city,  the  creation  of  an  artificial  scarcity  of  money,  mainte- 
nance of  high  industrial  monopoly  prices  and  merciless  driving 
down  of  agricultural  prices,  forced  bankruptcies  of  the  small 
men  and  their  elimination  from  business.  These  are  some  of 
the  things  deflation  did  under  the  Hoover  administration.  This 
is  what  Landon  proposes  to  do  if  he  gets  a chance. 

What  does  deflation  accomplish? 

It  directly  depreciates  and  destroys  the  property  values  of 
the  small  people.  It  directly  decreases  and  destroys  the  earn- 
ings and  incomes  of  the  workers,  toiling  farmers  and  middle 
classes.  While  at  the  same  time  it  appreciates  and  increases 
the  property  values  and  incomes  of  a particular  group  of 
finance  capitalists,  money-changers  and  monopolists. 

Any  wonder  the  people  hate  deflation?  No.  The  people  had 
plenty  of  experience  with  it  under  Hoover.  But  they  had  not 
experienced  in  recent  years  any  very  serious  inflation.  Yet 
this  is  just  as  bad. 

Inflation  of  money  means:  catastrophic  fall  in  the  value  of 
money,  daily  if  not  hourly  rise  in  prices  with  the  sky  the  only 
limit,  wages  and  small  incomes  become  practically  valueless, 
all  small  fixed  incomes  suffer  this  fate,  agricultural  prices 
rise  but  industrial  prices  controlled  by  monopolies  rise  still 
higher,  the  property  values  of  small  owners  (on  the  farms 
and  in  the  cities)  become  practically  destroyed  and  mass 
bankruptcies  on  a widest  scale  inevitably  result.  These  are 
some  of  the  fruits  of  money  inflation  favored  by  Coughlin 
and  Lemke. 
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What  does  inflation  accomplish? 

It  indirectly  depreciates  and  destroys  the  property  values 
of  the  small  people.  It  indirectly  decreases  and  shatters  the 
earnings  and  incomes  of  the  workers,  toiling  farmers  and 
middle  classes.  It  does  so  by  turning  out  tremendous  amounts 
of  paper  money,  as  proposed  by  the  Coughlin-Lemke  platform, 
without  regard  to  the  actual  state  and  volume  of  production, 
employment  or  circulation  of  goods.  Yet  at  the  same  time 
it  appreciates  and  increases  the  income  and  property  values 
of  another  set  of  finance  capitalists,  monopolists  and  specu- 
lators. 

Coughlin  and  Lemke  know  all  that.  Coughlin  had  some 
experience  in  Wall  Street  speculation.  Yet  they  ask  dema- 
gogically: Why,  if  the  bankers  can  issue  bonds  and  money, 
should  not  the  government  itself  issue  these  things  in  the 
interests  of  the  people? 

This  is  a misleading  question.  It  hides  the  fact  that  the 
government  is  and  has  been  issuing  plenty  of  bonds  and  has 
created  plenty  of  money.  But  it  did  it  in  the  same  way  as 
the  bankers  and  monopolists  do.  That  is  our  criticism  of 
Roosevelt. 

The  people’s  criticism  of  Roosevelt  is  that,  instead  of  taxing 
the  rich  today  and  now > he  has  preferred  to  get  most  of  the 
money  for  relief,  or  a large  part  of  it,  by  using  the  govern- 
ment’s credit  and  by  creating  an  artificial  abundance  of 
money.  And  who  is  paying  for  all  these  debts  in  the  shape 
of  bonds?  The  people:  the  workers,  farmers,  middle  classes. 
They  pay  it  now,  and  will  pay  it  in  the  future — unless  higher 
taxation  of  the  rich  is  resorted  to — in  the  form  of  higher  taxes, 
higher  cost  of  living,  low  wages  and  low  incomes. 

What  is  the  demand  that  the  people  have  to  make  upon 
Roosevelt?  Not  that  he  should  issue  more  bonds  and  money, 
not  that  he  should  make  wider  use  of  the  government’s  credit, 
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as  Coughlin  and  Lemke  demand.  No,  not  that  at  all.  The 
people’s  demand  upon  Roosevelt  is:  stop  resorting  to  bonds 
and  artificial  manufacture  of  money.  Tax  the  rich , make  the 
rich  pay . 

Roosevelt  says:  Give  a measure  of  relief  to  those  who  need 
it  but  do  it  by  using  government  credit  and  money  (and  only 
partly  by  taxation  of  the  rich)  because  in  this  way  the  poor 
people  themselves  will  be  paying  most  of  the  burden  of  relief. 

Landon  says:  Don’t  give  them  any  relief  at  all  so  you 
wouldn't  have  to  exploit  too  much  the  credit  of  the  govern- 
ment and  will  not  run  the  risk  of  inflation. 

Coughlin  and  Lemke  say:  Give  them  such  a strong  dose 
of  government  bonds  and  artificial  money  that  they  will  be 
asking  you  to  stop  relief  because  the  inflationary  orgy  that 
will  result  will  be  worse  than  anything  they  have  known  as  yet. 

Browder  says:  Give  the  unemployed,  the  farmers  and  middle 
classes  all  the  relief  they  need  but  do  it  by  taxing  the  rich. 
We  want  neither  the  Hoover-Landon  deflation,  nor  the 
Coughlin-Lemke  inflation.  Both  serve  the  interests  of  the 
rich.  We  want  relief  by  making  the  rich  pay. 

Therefore  we  say:  The  Coughlin-Lemke  proposal  to  re- 
finance mortgages  by  "government  credit  and  money”  is  a 
proposal  in  the  interests  of  Wall  Street  speculators.  The 
farmers  and  small  owners  want  refinancing  at  nominal  interest 
by  taxing  the  monopolies  and  rich. 

Point  5 of  the  Coughlin-Lemke  platform  demands  that 
"Congress  shall  legislate  that  there  will  be  an  assurance  of 
production  at  a profit  for  the  farmer”. 

Again  "an  assurance”.  How?  By  what  means?  Not  a word. 
And  this  in  the  face  of  the  Massingale  Bill  now  before 
Congress  which  is  being  supported  by  large  circles  of  farmers. 

Fascists  are  most  happy  when  they  are  not  called  upon  to 
specify  how  they  propose  to  do  it. 
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Point  7 of  their  platform  calls  for  protection  of  American 
agriculture  "from  manipulation  of  foreign  monies”.  How? 
Again  by  "assurance”. 

The  farmers  will,  we  hope,  tell  Coughlin  and  Lemke  that 
what  they  want  is  not  just  an  "assurance”.  They  favor  in 
large  numbers  the  Massingale  "cost  of  production”  Bill 
which,  with  proper  amendments , will  answer  the  immediate 
needs. 

These  amendments  are: 

The  Bill  should  proceed  from  the  principle  of  both  fair 
prices  to  the  toiling  farmers  and  to  the  toiler-consumer  at 
the  expense  of  the  monopolies  and  speculators. 

It  should  insure  the  farmer  in  the  real  ownership  of  his 
produce  so  that  no  bank  can  lay  its  hands  on  it. 

All  speculation  in  agricultural  products  should  be  abolished. 

A government  monopoly  in  foreign  trade  of  agricultural 
goods  should  be  established. 

A wide  network  of  farmers’  cooperatives  should  be  pro- 
moted for  joint  buying  and  selling  controlled  by  the  toiling 
farmers  and  not  by  capitalists  and  government  bureaucrats. 

Public  committees  should  be  established  by  law,  made  up  of 
representatives  of  toiling  farmers  and  toilers-consumers,  to 
control  the  enforcements  of  the  provisions  of  the  bill. 

This  is  Browder’s  program. 

Landon’s  is  one  of  gold-standard  deflation  of  the  farmers 
and  help  only  to  farmer-capitalists. 

Roosevelt’s  seeks  to  alleviate  somewhat  the  immediate  needs 
of  the  farming  population,  yet  discriminates  badly  against  the 
sharecroppers  of  the  South.  His  long-range  measures  seek 
primarily  to  aid  the  well-to-do  farmer. 

Coughlin  and  Lemke  seek  to  exploit  the  needs  of  the  farm- 
ers to  bring  about  an  orgy  of  money  inflation  in  the  interests 
of  Wall  Street  speculators  in  money  and  raw  materials. 
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Coughlin’s  and  Lemke’s  farm  planks  are  nothing  but  the 
means  of  building  up  a fascist  movement  in  this  country. 
And  fascism  carries  for  the  toiling  farmers  nothing  but 
slavery  and  oppression. 

CIVIL  LIBERTIES  AND  DEMOCRATIC 
RIGHTS 

^^OUGHLIN  and  Lemke  are  supposed  to  be  fighting  the 
money-changers.  The  money-changers,  as  everybody 
knows,  are  against  democracy.  Where  do  Coughlin  and  Lemke 
stand  on  democracy? 

Morgan,  Mellon,  Rockefeller,  du  Pont,  Kuhn  and  Loeb — 
all  these  real  dictators  of  the  country’s  money  and  credit — 
are  the  worst  enemies  of  democracy.  So  is  Hearst  who  picked 
Landon  and  is  helping  Coughlin  and  Lemke. 

Furthermore,  these  big  money-changers  would  like  to  estab- 
lish fascism  in  this  country  in  order  to  retain  their  dictatorship 
against  the  rousing  anger  of  the  people. 

How  would  they  go  about  it?  They  have  already  indicated 
their  course.  They  would  completely  destroy  the  civil  liberties 
and  democratic  rights  of  the  people : The  right  of  free  speech 
and  press,  freedom  of  assembly  and  organization,  liberty  of 
conscience,  freedom  of  collective  bargaining  and  the  right  to 
strike. 

They  would  reduce  representative  government  to  a farce, 
as  Hitler  did,  or  abolish  it  altogether. 

Landon  is  called  upon  by  Hearst  and  the  other  money- 
changers to  carry  this  through,  if  elected. 

Coughlin  and  Lemke  are  called  upon  by  the  money-changers 
and  Hearst  to  build  up  a mass  fascist  party  to  help  elect 
Landon  in  1936 — by  voting  for  Lemke — and  to  bring  about 
the  establishment  of  fascism. 
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If  you  want  some  proof  of  that,  look  into  the  Lemke 
platform. 

Is  there  anything  there  on  civil  liberties  and  democratic 
rights? 

Nothing.  Not  a word. 

Coughlin  and  Lemke  apparently  believe  the  less  said  about 
democratic  rights  the  better.  The  better,  that  is,  for  their 
fascist  plans. 

Every  worker  in  this  country,  most  of  the  farmers,  large 
numbers  of  the  middle  classes,  in  short,  the  American  people 
— all  know  by  this  time  that  one  of  the  big  issues  in  this 
election  campaign  is: 

Civil  liberties  and  democratic  rights. 

Shall  we  preserve  and  extend  these  liberties  and  rights? 

Or  shall  we  allow  the  reactionaries  and  fascists  to  destroy 
them? 

Browder  says:  at  all  costs  preserve  and  extend  these 
liberties. 

Roosevelt  says:  preserve  them,  but  doesn’t  say  how  far  he 
is  willing  to  go  against  the  reactionaries  to  do  so. 

Landon  is  the  guy  who,  if  he  wins,  will  seek  to  destroy 
these  liberties.  Naturally,  he  does  not  say  so  openly. 

Coughlin  and  Lemke  say  nothing.  They  just  want  Landon 
to  become  President  in  1936  so  he  will  prepare  the  ground 
for  them. 

Landon  will  wreck  the  people’s  rights  and  liberties. 

Coughlin  and  Lemke  will  erect  fascism  on  the  basis  of  this 
wreckage. 

The  people  hate  and  despise  fascism.  Therefore  the  fascist 
priest  feels  compelled  to  try  to  inveigle  them  into  it  by  hiding 
his  fascism,  even  by  cloaking  himself  with  the  mantle  of  rep- 
resentative government. 

But  he  does  not  succeed. 
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The  mere  fact  that  the  platform  of  the  Union  Party  has 
not  a word  to  say  on  the  civil  liberties  and  democratic  rights 
of  the  people  at  this  time , when  these  rights  are  threatened 
from  all  sides — from  Hearst — from  Landon — from  the  Lib- 
erty League — from  the  Black  Legion — the  fact  that,  in  the 
face  of  these  dangers  to  freedom  and  democracy,  Coughlin 
and  Lemke  have  nothing  to  say  on  preserving  the  rights  of 
free  speech,  press,  assembly,  conscience,  organization  and  col- 
lective bargaining — this  fact  is  enough  to  brand  them  and 
their  so-called  Union  Party  as  a decoy  for  fascism. 

But  there  is  more  to  it  than  that.  There  is  more  conclusive 
proof  that  we  are  dealing  here  with  fascist  adventurers,  paid 
agents  of  the  money-changers  and  speculators. 

They  speak  of  "representative  government”. 

The  Coughlin-Lemke  platform,  Point  10,  says: 

"Congress  shall  restore  representative  government  to  the 
people  of  the  United  States  to  preserve  the  sovereignty  of 
the  individual  states  of  the  United  States  by  the  ruthless 
eradication  of  bureaucracies.” 

This  plank  is  taken  verbally  from  Hearst — the  worst 
enemy,  and  most  corrupt  one,  of  representative  government  in 
the  United  States. 

Let’s  analyze  this  plank.  It  pays  to  do  so. 

The  first  thing  to  ask  is:  Who  is  it  that  today  is  threatening 
representative  government  in  the  United  States? 

Off-hand  millions  of  Americans  will  answer:  the  Supreme 
Court. 

It  is  this  court  that  has  arrogated  to  itself — has  usurped — 
the  Constitutional  rights  of  Congress  to  make  laws  for  the 
protection  and  welfare  of  the  American  people. 

It  is  this  court — appointed,  not  elected — that  has  set  itself 
up  above  the  elected  representatives  of  the  people. 
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It  is  this  court,  therefore,  that  threatens  to  suppress  repre- 
sentative government  in  the  United  States. 

It  is  this  court  that  is  setting  up  a dictatorship  of  a judicial 
oligarchy  over  the  American  people  and  their  representative 
government. 

Have  Coughlin  and  Lemke  anything  to  propose  to  ward  off 
this  real  threat  to  representative  government? 

Not  a word. 

Coughlin  and  Lemke  stand  with  the  Supreme  Court  and 
against  the  elected  representatives  of  the  American  people — 
Congress  and  the  President  of  the  United  States . 

To  restore  representative  government  means  to  curb  the 
usurped  powers  of  the  Supreme  Court,  to  curb  it  by  imme- 
diate Congressional  action  and  by  Constitutional  amendment. 

All  truly  progressive  people  stand  for  these  measures. 

Landon  and  the  Liberty  League  are  against  them.  So  are 
Coughlin  and  Lemke. 

Hence  their  call  for  representative  government  is  a fascist 
fraud. 

They  call  for  the  preservation  of  "the  sovereignty  of  the 
individual  states”.  But  who,  by  this  time,  does  not  know  that 
this  is  the  call  of  the  Liberty  League,  of  Hearst,  of  reaction? 

Is  reaction  sincere  in  this  call?  Not  a bit.  The  money- 
changers and  the  monopolies  are  well  known  to  be  in  favor 
of  a centralized  government.  The  Republican  Party  is  tradi- 
tionally the  party  of  federal  rights  as  against  states’  rights. 

Why?  Because  Big  Business  wants  the  home  market  free 
throughout  the  nation.  Big  Business  does  not  want  the  home 
market  broken  up  into  forty-eight  nations  and  frontiers  and 
customs.  It  wants  national  sway  for  its  industry  and  business. 

Big  Business  also  wants — and  always  wanted — a centralized 
federal  fist  to  be  used  against  the  people  who  do  not  like  the 
rule  of  Big  Business. 
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The  Republican  Party  traditionally  stood  for  these  demands 
of  Big  Business. 

Now,  all  of  a sudden,  they  began  clamoring  for  states’ 
rights.  All  of  a sudden  they  became  opponents  of  centraliza- 
tion in  government.  What’s  happened?  Have  they  changed 
their  views?  Not  a bit. 

Big  business  does  not  hesitate  a moment  to  demand  federal 
troops  to  crush  unions  and  strikes  when  state  authorities  are 
either  unwilling  or  unable  to  do  the  job.  With  the  same  lack 
of  hesitation  Big  Business  demands  federal  troops  to  crush 
the  farmers  when  they  dare  to  fight  for  better  prices  and 
against  evictions. 

In  such  cases,  in  the  suppression  of  the  people  for  the 
benefit  of  the  money-changers,  Big  Business  very  hotly  de- 
mands centralized  government,  and  the  more  centralized  the 
better.  But  when  the  power  of  centralized  government  is  being 
used  for  purposes  which  do  not  benefit  Big  Business  but  may 
benefit  the  people  somewhat,  then  the  cry  is  raised  against 
centralized  government.  Then  Big  Business  becomes  the  cham- 
pion of  states’  rights  versus  federal  rights. 

This  is  exactly  what’s  happened.  The  federal  government 
under  Roosevelt  has  tried  to  do  something  for  certain  groups 
of  the  people,  at  the  same  time  continuing  to  do  a great  deal 
for  Big  Business.  Instead  of  being  thankful  to  Roosevelt  for 
doing  so  little  for  the  people,  Big  Business  decided  to  have 
none  of  it.  Being  unable  to  say  so  openly  and  directly,  the 
money-changers  seized  upon  "states’  rights”  as  a stick  with 
which  to  beat  Roosevelt’s  very  moderate  and  modest  efforts 
to  alleviate  some  of  the  sufferings  of  the  people. 

Coughlin  and  Lemke,  knowing  on  which  side  their  bread  is 
buttered,  also  became  champions  of  states’  rights.  They  put 
it  into  their  election  platform.  And  this  is  supposed  to  restore 
representative  government. 
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Well,  it  will  do  nothing  of  the  sort.  If  it  "restores”  any- 
thing at  all,  it  will  restore  the  absolute  power  of  the  reaction- 
aries and  money-changers. 

Leave  it  to  Landon  and  Coughlin. 

Lastly,  about  bureaucracy. 

The  Coughlin  and  Lemke  platform  calls  for  the  "ruthless 
eradication  of  bureaucracies”.  So  do  the  Liberty  League, 
Hearst  and  Morgan-du  Pont. 

But  do  they  mean  by  it  what  the  people  mean? 

Let  us  see. 

The  farmers  complain  justly  that  in  the  days  of  the  A. A. A. 
the  whole  machinery  of  farm  relief  was  dominated  by  gov- 
ernment bureaucrats;  that  the  toiling  farmers,  as  distinguished 
from  the  agrarian  capitalists  and  speculators,  had  very  little 
say  in  the  administration  of  the  A. A. A.  The  same  just  com- 
plaint is  heard  from  the  toiling  farmers  with  regard  to  the 
present  administration  of  Roosevelt’s  farm  measures,  including 
the  drought  relief. 

What  do  the  farmers  propose  to  do  to  abolish  government 
bureaucracy? 

They  propose  to  democratize  the  administration  of  the 
agrarian  relief  measures . 

What  does  the  Liberty  League  propose?  What  does  Landon 
propose?  Abolish  agrarian  relief  to  the  toiling  farmers  alto- 
gether. Abolish  not  only  the  bureaucracy  but  relief  itself . 

This  is  what  Coughlin  and  Lemke  are  working  for.  When 
they  attack  bureaucracy,  they  mean  to  abolish  help  to  the 
farmers. 

Together  with  the  farmers,  the  unemployed  are  also  com- 
plaining justly  against  bureacracy.  They  demand  an  end  of 
this  bureaucracy  by  democratizing  the  administration  of  relief. 

By  democratizing  the  administration  of  relief,  whether  to 
farmers,  unemployed  or  old  people,  is  meant:  that  all  govern- 
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ment  boards  charged  with  such  administration  shall  be  made 
up  of  authorized  representatives  of  the  farmers,  workers,  old 
people,  youth,  etc.  What  is  meant  is  the  introduction  of  the 
principle  of  representative  government  into  these  boards. 

This  is  what  the  people  demand  of  Roosevelt:  Not  the 
abolition  or  cutting  down  of  relief  but  making  available  more 
resources  for  more  adequate  relief  and  the  democratization 
of  the  administration  as  a means  of  guarding  against  bu- 
reaucracy. 

Coughlin  and  Lemke  pick  up  the  people’s  complaint  against 
bureaucracy  in  order  to  bring  victory  to  Landon,  who  intends 
to  abolish  all  relief  to  the  people. 

Such  is  the  fascist  trick  of  the  Coughlin-Lemke  Union 
Party. 


WAR  AND  PEACE 

^j^HE  people  want  peace.  The  fascists  and  reactionaries 
want  war. 

It  is  therefore  the  people  against  the  fascists  and  reac- 
tionaries. 

This  line-up  is  taking  place  in  the  very  midst  of  the  elec- 
tion campaign. 

Where  do  Coughlin  and  Lemke  stand  in  this  line-up? 

Never  mind  the  dictatorial  command  of  Coughlin  to  the 
units  of  the  National  Union  for  Social  Justice  that  ''from 
now  on  until  the  middle  of  October”  there  shall  be  no  discus- 
sion among  the  membership. 

Never  mind  this  brazen  fascist  attempt  to  shut  the  mouths 
of  the  members  and  organizations  of  the  National  Union 
precisely  on  the  ere  of  and  during  the  national  convention. 

Coughlin  is  in  deadly  fear  that  discussions  among  the  mem- 
bership will  expose  his  fascist  game. 
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So  much  more  reason  for  the  membership  to  disregard  this 
fascist  dictate  and  assert  its  democratic  rights  in  its  own 
organization. 

This  is  not  Hitler  Germany,  nor  is  it  Mussolini  Italy,  nor 
is  it  fascist-military  Japan. 

Coughlin  is  not  yet  the  fascist  dictator  of  this  country. 

The  way  he  speaks  to  the  President  of  the  United  States 
would  indicate  that  he  thinks  he  is.  But  he  isn’t. 

Therefore  the  people  should  discuss  the  questions  facing 
the  country  and  their  own  organizations. 

And  one  of  the  burning  questions  to  be  discussed  in  the 
units  of  the  National  Union  is: 

Where  does  Coughlin  (and  Lemke)  stand  as  between  the 
war  camp  of  the  fascists  and  the  peace  camp  of  the  people? 

We  say:  he  stands  with  the  fascist  war  camp  and  against 
the  people.  Are  we  right? 

Let  us  see. 

Coughlin  is  trying  to  bring  about  a war  between  the  United 
States  and  Mexico.  Let  him  try  to  deny  or  repudiate  that  he 
has  been  systematically  inciting  his  audiences  against  the 
Mexican  people  and  the  present  Mexican  government.  He 
did  this  also  at  the  Townsend  convention. 

Incitement  against  Mexico,  which  is  a much  smaller  and 
weaker  country  than  the  United  States,  means  only  one 
thing.  It  means  creating  pressure  upon  the  American  govern- 
ment to  intervene  by  force  into  the  affairs  of  Mexico.  And 
this  means  war. 

Coughlin  calls  for  war  against  Mexico  on  the  ground  that 
the  Mexican  government  is  a "Red”  and  "Communist”  gov- 
ernment which  is  "persecuting”  the  Catholics. 

Both  of  these  charges  are  untrue.  There  are  no  Communists 
in  the  Mexican  government.  And  the  Mexican  government  is 
not  persecuting  the  Catholics. 
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But  there  is  a government  that  is  viciously  persecuting  the 
Catholics.  It  is  Hitler’s  fascist  government.  The  whole  world 
knows  about  it.  Yet  Coughlin  does  not  incite  against  Hitler. 
He  does  not  call  for  war  against  the  German  fascists.  On  the 
contrary,  he  says  not  a word  against  them. 

Why?  Why,  if  he  is  really  interested  in  protecting  the 
freedom  of  conscience  of  the  Catholics  in  other  countries,  does 
he  not  protest  against  Hitler? 

The  answer  is  he  is  not  interested  in  the  Catholics. 

He  is  interested  in  silver.  Mexico,  you  know,  has  lots  of 
silver.  And  Wall  Street  silver  speculators,  of  whom  Coughlin 
is  one,  are  interested  in  grabbing  Mexican  silver  away  from 
the  Mexicans. 

That’s  why  he  wants  war  against  Mexico.  Hearst  wants  it, 
too.  He  has  always  been  wanting  it.  Coughlin  and  Lemke  are 
trying  to  help  themselves  and  help  Hearst  to  the  silver  and 
other  wealth  of  the  Mexicans.  There  is  a rumor  in  the  land 
that  Lemke  himself  has  certain  interests  in  Mexico. 

Yet  this  is  not  all. 

Right  in  the  midst  of  Michigan,  in  Coughlin’s  own  Detroit, 
a Black  Legion  exists  which  has  as  its  aim  to  exterminate,  by 
murder  and  arson,  Catholics,  as  well  as  Negroes,  Jews  and 
Communists. 

In  Coughlin’s  own  Detroit,  Catholics  are  daily  in  danger 
of  losing  their  lives  at  the  hands  of  the  Black  Legion  fascists. 

Why  doesn’t  Coughlin  protect  the  Catholics  of  Michigan 
from  the  menace  of  the  Black  Legion? 

Charity  begins  at  home,  doesn’t  it? 

Yes,  but  not  for  Coughlin.  He  is  not  interested  in  charity 
to  victims  of  persecution.  He  is  interested  in  Mexican  silver. 

Coughlin  stands  exposed  as  a silver  speculator  seeking  a 
war  with  Mexico.  The  "defense”  of  the  Catholics  is  a mere 
excuse  to  bring  about  such  a war. 
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Coughlin  therefore  stands  in  the  camp  of  the  fascist  war- 
makers. 

Naturally,  Coughlin  and  Lemke  are  not  going  to  admit  it 
openly  before  the  people.  But  the  facts  speak  louder  than  any 
of  their  assertions,  apologies  or  repudiations. 

Even  their  own  election  platform,  disguised  as  it  is  to  hide 
the  fact  that  they  are  war-makers — even  this  platform 
exposes  them. 

Point  1 of  their  platform — the  Union  Party  platform — 
demands: 

"America  shall  be  self-contained  and  seli-sustained — no 

foreign  entanglements,  be  they  political,  economic,  financial 

or  military.” 

Let’s  keep  these  fascists  to  their  own  words,  for  a minute, 
and  see  what  happens. 

Coughlin  and  Lemke  speak  of  "no  foreign  entanglements” 
including  "economic”  and  "financial”. 

If  they  really  meant  what  they  said,  here  is  what  they 
would  have  to  propose: 

1.  The  United  States  shall  immediately  stop  selling  goods 
to  foreign  countries.  No  exports  of  cotton,  wheat,  manufac- 
tures or  anything  at  all.  Production  only  for  the  home 
market.  No  imports  from  foreign  countries. 

This  is  the  only  way  in  which  one  can  honestly  propose 
that  America  shall  be  self-contained  and  self-sustained  and 
shall  avoid  foreign  economic  entanglements. 

Yet  Coughlin  and  Lemke  do  not  make  this  honest  propo- 
sition. Why?  Because  they  are  dishonest. 

Another  thing  they  would  have  to  propose  is  that: 

2.  The  United  States  shall  immediately  prohibit  its  bank- 
ers from  making  any  kind  of  investments  in  foreign  countries. 

This  is  what  Coughlin  and  Lemke  would  propose  if  they 
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really  meant  that  this  country  should  avoid  foreign  financial 
entanglements. 

But  they  make  no  such  proposals.  Why?  Because  they  are 
dishonest.  They  are  trying  to  trick  the  American  people  into 
electing  Landon  by  way  of  Lemke  and  to  clear  the  way  for 
fascism  in  this  country. 

It  is  not  to  say  that,  if  such  proposals  were  made  hon- 
estly, they  would  be  practical.  Not  a bit.  "No  foreign,  eco- 
nomic and  financial  entanglements”  is  an  illusion.  It  is  day- 
dreaming,  especially  for  a modern  capitalist  country  of  the 
size  and  importance  of  the  United  States. 

Coughlin  and  Lemke  know  this  as  well  as  we  do.  They  are 
merely  exploiting  for  fascist  ends  this  illusion  in  the  minds 
of  many  people — people  who  sincerely  but  wrongly  believe 
that  such  isolation  is  possible. 

Coughlin  and  Lemke  are  criminally  playing  upon  this  illu- 
sion in  order  to  exert  pressure  upon  the  American  govern- 
ment not  to  follow  a peace  policy. 

What  is  a true  peace  policy  for  America? 

It  is  a policy  which  seeks  to  prevent  a war  in  the  Pacific. 
Because  it  is  there,  around  China,  that  this  country  is  in 
greatest  danger  of  being  involved  in  war. 

It  is  a policy  which  seeks  to  prevent  war  conflicts  in  the 
Caribbean  region , in  Central  and  South  America.  Because  it 
is  there  that  war  conflicts  are  brewing  which  immediately 
affect  this  country. 

It  is  a policy  which  seeks  to  collaborate  with  and  support 
all  those  powers  that  are  working  for  peace  in  Europe  and 
all  over  the  world. 

Is  there  any  doubt  any  more  that  the  military-fascist  clique 
of  Japan  is  preparing  a large-scale  war  in  the  Pacific  for 
mastery  of  the  Asiatic  continent?  No  doubt  at  all.  For  this 
purpose  Japan  has  seized  Manchuria  and  is  seizing  North 
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China.  For  this  purpose  Japan  is  allied  with  Hitler  and  is 
getting  ready  to  seize  the  Philippines.  And  that  means  war 
against  the  United  States. 

Can  anything  be  done  to  prevent  such  a calamity?  Yes. 
But  not  by  the  demagogic  isolation  of  Coughlin  and  Lemke. 
This  so-called  isolation  will  lead  the  American  people  blind- 
folded into  war  in  the  Pacific.  Nor  can  this  disaster  be 
avoided  by  merely  piling  up  armaments  as  Hearst  and  Cough- 
lin and  Landon  are  demanding.  Piling  up  armaments  by  the 
United  States  means  an  armament  race  (Hearst  and  Coughlin 
want  that) , and  that  again  leads  to  war. 

Can  "neutrality”  help?  No.  It  can’t.  The  "neutrality”  of 
Landon,  for  whom  Lemke  is  stooging,  is  merely  a shield  for 
war  preparations.  It  is  a shield  behind  which  the  munitions 
manufacturers  are  seeking  to  make  money  out  of  people’s 
blood,  at  the  same  time  helping  Hitler  and  Mussolini  and 
Japan  to  prepare  for  war. 

Will  the  Roosevelt  "neutrality”,  which  does  seek  a certain 
measure  of  collaboration  for  world  peace,  save  us  from  the 
war?  No,  it  will  not. 

The  Japanese  military-fascist  clique  will  not  be  stopped 
from  realizing  its  criminal  war  plans  as  long  as  the  great 
power  of  this  country  is  not  thrown  wholeheartedly  into  the 
support  for  peace. 

And  how  can  this  be  done?  By  the  United  States  collabo- 
rating for  peace  with  the  Soviet  Union.  Everybody  knows 
that  the  Soviet  Union  is  the  most  consistent  champion  of 
peace.  It  is  a great  Pacific  power  as  well  as  a European 
power  which  is  determined  to  prevent  war.  Collaboration 
between  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union  for  peace 
in  the  Pacific  will  constitute  a power  of  such  magnitude  that 
the  Japanese  warmakers  will  not  dare  to  go  ahead  with  their 
criminal  plans. 
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And  in  Latin  America?  What  can  be  done  there?  Again 
a policy  of  peace.  There  such  a policy  must  rest  upon  the 
complete  equality  of  the  small  nations  with  the  biggest — the 
United  States.  Scrupulous  observance  of  national  sovereignty 
of  these  small  nations  by  the  United  States.  Non-interven- 
tion in  their  internal  affairs.  Abandonment  of  the  practice 
of  the  use  of  force  to  collect  the  defaulted  debts  to  Wall 
Street  and  the  money-changers.  Abolition  of  all  unequal 
treaties. 

In  other  words,  the  abolition  of  the  Monroe  Doctrine.  On 
this  basis  it  is  possible  for  the  Latin-American  republics  to 
agree  with  the  United  States  to  work  for  the  collective  security 
of  this  part  of  the  world. 

But  this  would  be  impossible  if  Coughlin  had  his  way  and 
demagogic  isolation  is  the  policy.  Peace  would  also  be  impos- 
sible on  this  continent  if  Roosevelt  gives  in  to  Landon  and 
Hearst  and  tries  to  "unite”  the  American  countries  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  League  of  Nations.  This  would  be  a disaster. 
Hitler  and  Japan  today  seek  to  destroy  the  League  of  Nations 
because  they  want  war  and  not  collective  security. 

Hence  the  third  element  of  an  American  peace  policy 
must  include  collaboration  with  the  peace  powers  of  the 
other  parts  of  the  world,  notably  the  Soviet  Union  and  France. 
It  must  include,  not  rivalry  with  the  League  of  Nations,  but 
support  of  all  those  measures  of  the  League  which  tend  to 
preserve  peace,  which  curb  the  fascist  aggressors. 

Coughlin  and  Lemke  talk  isolation  but  mean  armaments 
and  war.  What  else  can  they  mean  by  Point  8 of  their  plat- 
form which  demands  that:  "Congress  shall  establish  an  ade- 
quate and  perfect  defense  for  our  country.  . . .”  "Perfect  de- 
fense”— as  though  there  is  such  a thing  as  "perfect”  defense. 

All  intelligent  military  specialists  are  agreed  that  there  is 
no  perfect  defense  possible  against  warfare  in  the  air.  Any- 
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body  who  says  it  is  possible  either  does  not  know  what  he  is 
talking  about,  or  he  is  a faker. 

In  modern  warfare  by  air , defense  means  ability  rapidly 
and  effectively  to  carry  aerial  warfare  into  the  enemy  s 
country . If  Japan  should  attack  the  United  States  or  any  of 
its  possessions  by  air,  the  only  "perfect”  defense  measure  the 
U.  S.  War  Department  will  adopt  will  be  a rapid  aerial  bom- 
bardment of  Japanese  cities. 

So,  when  Coughlin  and  Lemke  speak  of  "perfect”  defense 
and  isolation — they  are  cheating.  They  seek  to  drag  the 
United  States  blindfolded  into  war. 

When  Coughlin  and  Lemke  demand  in  their  platform  more 
and  bigger  armaments,  but  "insist”  that  the  U.  S.  forces  "must 
not  be  used  under  any  consideration  in  foreign  fields  or  in 
foreign  waters”,  they  are  cheating  again. 

If  you  allow  a war  to  break  out,  say  a Japanese  war  against 
the  United  States — and  merely  piling  up  armaments  only 
hastens  the  coming  of  this  war — then  the  United  States,  in 
the  interests  of  "perfect  defense”,  will  wage  war  precisely  in 
foreign  fields  and  in  foreign  waters. 

The  people  want  to  avoid  that.  Therefore  the  people  are 
interested  in  a peace  policy.  Therefore  the  people  are  inter- 
ested in  turning  away  from  Coughlin — the  fascist  demagogue 
and  warmaker.  Therefore  the  people  are  vitally  interested  in 
turning  away  from  Lemke — the  stooge  of  Landon.  There- 
fore the  people  are  interested  in  defeating  Landon. 

Organized  labor  can  help  the  followers  of  Coughlin  free 
themselves  from  this  fascist.  Especially  Labor’s  Non-Partisan 
League  can  do  it.  It  can  do  it  by  stretching  out  a fraternal 
hand  to  the  membership  of  the  National  Union  for  Social 
Justice,  by  proposing  common  independent  action  against 
reaction,  against  the  fascist  warmakers  and  for  true  social 
justice. 
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LENINISM— THE  ONLY  MARXISM 
TODAY 

A Discussion  of  the  Characteristics  of 
Declining  Capitalism 

By  ALEX  BITTELMAN  and  V.  J.  JEROME 
PART  I 

INTRODUCTORY 

TT  is  truly  a sign  of  the  times  when  a bourgeois  publishing  house, 
A in  the  belief  that  it  is  engaging  in  a sound  business  venture,  pub- 
lishes an  imposing  work  in  which  (according  to  the  jacket  announce- 
ment) “for  the  first  time,  the  Marxian  conception  of  capitalist 
economy  has  been  applied  to  the  development  of  American  capi- 
talism^. The  appearance  of  The  Decline  of  American  Capitalism* 
by  Lewis  Corey  offers  striking  testimony  to  the  fact  that  Marxism 
in  the  United  States  is  becoming  popular,  not  only  among  the  more 
advanced  workers,  but  also  among  large  sections  of  intellectuals.  It 
reflects  the  fact  that  increasing  numbers  in  the  various  professional 
groups  are  passing  through  a period  of  “transvaluation  of  values”, 
that  they  are  discarding  the  bankrupt  notions  of  bourgeois  social 
sciences  and  are  reaching  out  to  Marxism  for  a solution  of  the  basic 
problems  of  our  epoch.  This  fact  in  itself  is  a symptom  of  the 
decline  of  American  capitalism. 

To  all  appearances,  the  author  of  The  Decline  of  American 
Capitalism  has  made  a serious  effort  to  give  a Marxian  analysis  of 
American  capitalism.  It  is,  of  course,  not  the  first  Marxian  analysis 
of  American  capitalism,  the  assertion  on  the  jacket  notwithstanding. 
The  author  draws  freely,  and  properly  so,  upon  Marx,  Lenin,  Stalin, 
and  on  Communist  literature  generally — not  only  in  the  general 
theoretical  part  of  his  book,  but  also  in  his  analysis  of  the  causes  of 
the  decline  of  American  capitalism.  Priority  as  regards  the  Marxian 
analysis  of  American  capitalism  is,  therefore,  not  a specific  attribute 
of  the  book,  as  Mr.  Corey  himself,  we  assume,  will  readily  agree. 

For  an  understanding  of  the  book  it  is  necessary  to  re- 
member that  the  first  analysis  of  American  capitalism  of  the  post- 
war period  was  made  by  the  Communist  International  while  Lenin 
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was  still  alive.  It  is  in  the  decisions  and  theses  of  the  Comintern 
and  in  the  writings  of  its  leaders  that  we  find  proof  of  the  Marxist- 
Leninist  proposition  that  the  fundamental  laws  of  capitalist  develop- 
ment apply  inevitably  and  with  full  force  to  American  capitalism. 
Bourgeois  economists  in  the  United  States  ridiculed  this  proposition, 
setting  up,  instead,  the  specious  theory  of  American  exceptionalism ; 
social-reformism  made  this  theory  its  own.  In  the  years  of  “prosper- 
ity” Lovestone,  the  former  leader  of  the  Communist  Party,  defended 
this  bourgeois  theory  as  against  the  position  of  the  Communist 
International  which,  during  the  very  height  of  the  “endless 
prosperity”,  pointed  out  to  the  American  Communists  the  inexorable 
operation  of  the  general  laws  of  capitalism  in  the  United  States  and 
the  imminence  of  a deep-going  crisis  for  American  capitalism.  Es- 
pecially should  it  be  remembered  that  it  was  Stalin  who  led  the  fight 
against  the  theory  of  American  exceptionalism,  as  far  back  as  1928, 
when  Lovestone  had  begun  to  defend  it.  Since  then  the  Com- 
munist Party  of  the  United  States  has  been  waging  its  main  theoret- 
ical battles  on  the  basis  of  Stalin’s  analysis  of  American  capitalism 
against  all  bourgeois  and  social-reformist  theories  of  American  ex- 
ceptionalism. 

These  battles  have  played  a decisive  role  in  the  process  of  Bolshe- 
vizing  the  Communist  Party  and  revolutionizing  the  American  labor 
movement.  They  have  gained  for  Communism  many  adherents. 
They  have  brought  back  to  the  Communist  Party  many  of  the 
followers  of  Lovestone.  They  have  helped  to  expose  the  counter- 
revolutionary nature  of  Trotzkyism  which  also  fought  the  Com- 
intern thesis  of  the  shattering  of  stabilization  in  the  third  period  of 
post-War  capitalism. 

We  must,  therefore,  welcome  the  trend  among  American  intel- 
lectuals towards  accepting  the  Communist  Party  position  on  the  crisis 
of  American  capitalism,  as  part  of  the  general  crisis  of  world  capital- 
ism. And,  though  Mr.  Corey  does  not  indicate  the  Communist  sources 
of  his  theoretical  propositions,  and,  by  some  peculiar  reticence,  totally 
fails  to  refer  to  Stalin,  the  greatest  living  theoretical  and  political 
leader  of  the  working  class,  whose  guidance  in  exploding  the  bour- 
geois theory  of  American  exceptionalism  was  decisive,  and  without 
whose  works  much  that  is  valuable  in  Mr.  Corey’s  book  could  not 
have  been  written,  the  general  tenor  of  the  book  and  its  main  purpose 
are  to  corroborate  the  Communist  Party  position  on  many  important 
theoretical  and  practical  questions.  One  reads  the  book  with  a feel- 
ing that  it  might  have  been  a good  Marxist  work  (the  factual 
supporting  material  is  there),  had  the  author  chosen  to  apply  Marx- 
ism-Leninism consistently } without  admixture  and  traces  of  ideas 
foreign  and  hostile  to  Leninism.  As  it  is,  we  have  in  the  book 
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both  Marxism-Leninism  and — something  which  is  not  that.  But 
the  two  do  not  blend;  for  Leninism,  as  Stalin  characterized  it  with 
epigrammatic  force,  is  the  only  Marxism  of  the  imperialist  era.  The 
result  is:  wherever  Mr.  Corey  adheres  to  Leninism  (as,  on  the  ques- 
tion of  the  N.R.A.),  he  handles  the  factual  material  correctly  and 
reaches  correct  conclusions,  confirming  the  Communist  Party  posi- 
tion. But,  as  he  departs  from  Leninism  by  adding  to  it  elements  of 
other  theories,  he  brings  about  confusion  and  weakens  his  proposition 
that  American  capitalism  is  in  decline. 

ON  THE  ECONOMICS  OF  IMPERIALISM 

DECLINE  BY  EXHAUSTION 

We  shall  now  examine  Mr.  Corey’s  main  thesis,  stated 
in  the  summary  of  Part  One  (pp.  56-7).  Basing  himself  on  Marx’ 
theory  of  the  growth  of  the  organic  composition  of  capital,  the 
author  shows  that  the  contradictions  of  capital  accumulation  result 
in  an  over-production  of  capital  goods,  which  is  the  cause  of  capital- 
ism’s cyclical  crises.  While  capitalism  was  in  the  ascendent  phase, 
“every  depression  was  succeeded  by  a new  upsurge  of  prosperity  be- 
cause of  the  long-time  factors  of  economic  expansion”  (our  em- 
phasis). But  as  “all  the  long-time  factors  of  expansion  affroach 
exhaustion , capitalism  begins  to  decline  because  it  is  no  longer  able 
to  produce  and  absorb  an  increasing  output  of  capital  goods.  The 
decline  of  capitalism  is  an  expression  of  old  age,  of  a crisis  in  its 
historical  development:  one  social  system  grows  into  another”  (our 
emphasis).  Proceeding  from  this  general  thesis,  which  he  regards 
as  applicable  to  all  capitalist  countries,  Mr.  Corey  concludes: 

“The  decline  of  American  capitalism  is  conditioned  by  the  ex- 
haustion of  the  inner  long-time  factors  of  expansion.  This  exhaus- 
tion, which  is  relative  and  wholly  capitalist,  was  brought  to  a head 
by  the  prosperity  of  the  ‘Golden  Age’  of  American  capitalism.  It 
assumed  the  form  of  overdevelopment  of  productive  forces,  satura- 
tion of  capital  plant,  monopoly,  the  export  of  capital,  and  imperial- 
ism” (our  emphasis). 

Here  then  we  have  Mr.  Corey’s  idea  of  the  economic  roots  of 
imperialism.  These  roots  derive  from  the  fact  that  the  “long-time 
factors  of  economic  expansion  approach  exhaustion”.  What  are 
these  factors  of  economic  expansion?  Mr.  Corey  lists  them  as  fol- 
lows: “Mechanization  of  old  industries,  development  of  new  in- 
dustries, industrialization  of  new  regions”.  According  to  Mr.  Corey, 
these  factors  operative  within  the  United  Statefs  have  become  ex- 
hausted, and  this  is  the  economic  basis  of  the  decline  of  American 
capitalism,  the  economic  essence  of  its  present,  imperialist,  stage. 

7 


The  question  arises:  What  is  it  that  causes  the  long-time  factors 

of  economic  expansion  to  approach  exhaustion?  On  the  nature  of 
this  process  of  exhaustion,  Mr.  Corey  says,  in  what  we  have  cited, 
that  it  “is  relative  anJ  wholly  capitalist”.  This,  however,  does 
not  answer  the  question:  what  is  it  in  capitalist  development  that 
causes  that  exhaustion? 

Mr.  Corey  comes  back  to  the  subject  of  “exhaustion”  time  and 
again.  It  is  the  Leitmotif  of  his  book.  Yet  in  no  place  does  he 
answer  this  question.  And  without  a satisfactory  answer  his  main 
thesis,  which  is  a statement  of  the  economic  roots  of  imperialism, 
falls  to  the  ground.  Certainly,  what  he  presents  as  an  answer  cannot 
be  taken  as  such.  He  writes: 

“As  concentration  and  combination  grow,  there  is  an  exhaustion 
(on  a capitalist  basis)  of  the  inner  long-time  factors  of  expansion, 
resulting  in  a decreasing  output  and  absorption  of  capital  goods. 

Mass  markets  are  still  more  limited.  Excess  capacity  and  surplus 
capital  mount.  The  rate  of  profit  threatens  to  fall  disastrously.  The 
outward  thrust  toward  foreign  outlets  is  strengthened.  Speculation 
becomes  more  international.  Capitalist  production  and  foreign 
trade  are  more  and  more  entangled  with  the  economics  of  the  export 
of  capital  and  the  politics  of  imperialism,  with  exploitation  of  the 
outer,  the  international,  long-time  factors  of  expansion.  Monopoly 
capitalism  and  exploitation  of  economically  backward  peoples  are 
inseparable.”  (pp.  416-7.) 

Does  this  answer  the  question?  Not  at  all.  All  it  does  is 
point  out:  (1)  that  the  exhaustion  takes  place  concurrently  with  the 
concentration  and  combination  of  capital;  (2)  that  the  exhaustion 
strengthens  the  urge  toward  outer  expansion,  the  latter  coinciding 
with  the  stage  of  imperialism.  This,  however,  only  raises  the  ques- 
tion: What  relationship,  besides  concurrent  development,  exists 
between  the  concentration  of  capital  and  the  exhaustion  of  the  inner 
long-time  factors  of  economic  expansion?  Are  these  two  develop- 
ments related  in  any  way  to  some  third  development?  This  question 
also  remains  unanswered. 

Mr.  Corey’s  conception  of  “exhaustion”  implies  of  necessity  an- 
other, more  fundamental,  idea.  It  is,  namely,  that  economic  expan- 
sion under  capitalism  (realization  of  surplus  value  and,  hence, 
accumulation  of  capital)  is  possible  only  through  the  penetration  of 
the  capitalist  mode  of  production  into  non-capitalist  or  pre-capitalist 
modes  of  production.  As  long  as  there  are  still  to  be  found  capitalis- 
tically undeveloped  territories,  capital  accumulation  grows  and  the 
development  of  capitalism  proceeds  upward.  But  as  the  capitalist 
mode  of  production  expands,  and  the  sphere  of  non-capitalist  modes 
of  production  begins  to  disappear,  there  comes  a halt  to  the  accumu- 
lation of  capital  and  to  further  economic  expansion.  With  it  begins 
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the  era  of  the  decline  of  capitalism.  This  is  the  implied  premise 
from  which  Mr.  Corey  proceeds  to  the  formulation  of  his  main 
thesis  that  it  is  the  exhaustion  of  the  long-time  factors  of  expansion 
that  causes  the  decline  of  capitalism,  the  era  of  imperialism.  It  is 
only  as  it  derives  from  this  premise  that  Mr.  Corey’s  main  thesis 
can  make  sense;  for  the  implicit  premise  does  offer  a cause  for  the 
exhaustion  of  the  long-time  factors  of  expansion  under  capitalism: 
this  is,  the  exhaustion  of  the  spheres  of  non-capitalist  and  pre- 
capitalist modes  of  production. 

By  “adding”  the  idea  of  the  “exhaustion”  of  the  long-time  fac- 
tors of  economic  expansion  to  the  Leninist  theory  of  imperialism,  the 
essence  of  which  is  monopoly  capital,  Mr.  Corey  has  introduced  con- 
fusion into  the  question  and  has  weakened  the  froof  for  the  decline 
of  American  capitalism.  Bourgeois  reviewers  of  his  book  have  not 
been  slow  in  seizing  upon  this  weakness.  Mr.  William  MacDonald 
( New  York  Times  Book  Review > September  9,  1934)  is- willing  to 
accept  Mr.  Corey’s  thesis  of  “exhaustion”  because  it  does  not  prevent 
him  from  attacking  the  revolutionary  conclusions  of  the  book.  It  may 
be  true,  says  MacDonald,  that  capitalist  expansion  must  cease  “when 
there  are  no  more  economic  worlds  to  conquer”;  but  then  we  can 
still  have  a capitalism  without  expansion.  He  concludes  from  Mr. 
Corey  that  “if  a return  to  prosperity  is  still  possible,  even  with  life  on 
a lower  level  and  a less  considerable  scale,  there  would  seem  to  be  no 
reason  why,  in  the  interval,  other  ways  of  escape  than  communism 
may  not  offer,  or  the  alleged  virtues  of  communism  come  to  appear 
less  real”.  The  bourgeois  reviewer  uses  Mr.  Corey’s  erroneous  notion, 
the  exhaustion  of  the  long-time  factors  of  economic  expansion,  to 
attack  Mr.  Corey’s  conclusion,  the  inevitability  of  Socialism  in  the 
United  States.  Another  reviewer  (George  Soule,  New  Republic , 
Sept.  19,  1934),  so  friendly  to  Mr.  Corey  that  he  takes  him  under 
his  protection  against  anticipated  criticisms  of  the  book  by  the  Party, 
also  attacks  the  idea  of  a Socialist  outcome,  and  precisely  from  the 
angle  of  “exhaustion”.  He  says:  “Nor  is  it  entirely  clear  from  Mr. 
Corey’s  argument  why  capitalism  has  now  reached  the  stage  of  de- 
cline. . . . This  thesis  seems  to  assume  that  all  internal  resources 
have  now  been  exploited  and  that  there  are  no  new  fields  for  foreign 
exploitation  that  will  not  lead  to  imperialist  clashes  and  war.  . . . 
There  seems  to  be  no  material  reason  why  another  burst  of  accumu- 
lation cannot  come  to  pass.  . . .” 

It  is  very  significant  that  both  these  reviewers  overlook  in  Mr. 
Corey’s  book  those  portions  which  state  the  M arxist- Leninist  theory 
of  imperialism  and  the  proletarian  revolution,  but  seize  upon  his  addi- 
tions to  Marxism-Leninism.  And  why  do  they  do  so?  Because 
the  Marxist-Leninist  ideas  of  the  book  are  invulnerable,  while  Mr. 
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Corey’s  original  theoretical  “contributions”,  such  as,  the  idea  of 
“exhaustion”,  can  be  easily  attacked,  and  through  them,  the  idea  of 
a Socialist  outcome. 

LENINISM  DOCTORED  WITH  LUXEMBURGISM 

The  idea  of  “exhaustion”  is  Mr.  Corey’s  “addition”  to  Lenin. 
This  idea  resembles  very  closely  certain  features  of  Rosa  Luxem- 
burg’s theory  of  imperialism.  Mr.  Corey  has  not  developed  her  full 
theory;  he  “merely”  adds  certain  features  of  it  to  Lenin.  The 
result  is:  Leninism  with  traces  of  Luxemburgism . In  other 
words,  not  Leninism.  This  will  become  clear  through  a brief  survey 
of  Luxemburg’s  theory,  which  was  first  formulated  in  her  most 
important  economic  work,  The  Accumulation  of  Capital,  published 
in  1913.  In  her  attempt  to  refute  the  revisionists’  assertion  that 
capitalist  development  is  possible  without  crises,  Rosa  Luxemburg 
set  up  a basically  wrong  theory  of  imperialism.  “The  accumulation 
of  capital”,  she  held,  “requires  for  its  existence  and  further  develop- 
ment non-capitalist  forms  of  production  as  its  environment.”*  Con- 
sequently: 

“Imperialism  as  a whole  is  nothing  else  but  a specific  method  of 
accumulation.  . . . Imperialism  is  the  political  expression  of  the 
process  of  capital  accumulation  in  its  competitive  struggle  for  those 
remnants  of  the  non-capitalist  world  milieu,  against  which  no  attach- 
ment has  yet  been  levied.**  . . . However,  the  inner  economic  driving 
forces  of  imperialism  may  be  more  exactly  defined:  This  much  at 
any  rate  is  clear  and  generally  known:  its  essence  consists  precisely 
in  the  extension  of  the  domination  of  capitalism  from  the  old  capi- 
talist countries  to  new  territories,  and  in  the  economic  and  political 
competitive  struggle  among  those  countries  for  such  territories.”  *** 

Luxemburg’s  theory  of  imperialism  has  been  shown  to  be  faulty 
by  Lenin,  Stalin,  and  the  Communist  International  on  the  follow- 
ing main  grounds:  (1)  Her  contention  that  accumulation  is  pos- 

sible only  by  the  expansion  of  capitalism  into  non-capitalist  surround- 
ings runs  counter  to  Marx’  theory  of  capital  accumulation  and 
reproduction.  Marx  has  proved  that  surplus  value  realizes  itself 
(hence,  that  accumulation  proceeds)  through  dealings  between  capi- 
talists themselves.  For  the  purpose  of  expanding  production,  capitalists 
buy  from  one  another  the  commodities  which  embody  the  accumu- 
lated surplus  value.  In  his  analysis  of  the  theoretical  errors  of  the 
Populist  economists  in  Russia,  Lenin  points  out  that  “there  is  nothing 

♦“Accumulation  of  Capital,”  Collected  Works , Vol.  VI,  Berlin,  1923, 
p.  289  (German  Edition). 

**  Ibid.,  p.  361. 

***  Ibid.,  p.  398. 
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more  nonsensical  than  to  try  to  deduce  from  these  parts  of  Capital' 
that  Marx  did  not  admit  of  the  possibility  of  the  realization  of  sur- 
plus value  within  capitalist  society”.  ( Collected  Works y Vol.  Ill,  p. 
32,  Russian  edition).  (2)  Luxemburg  sees  the  essence  of  imperial- 
ism as  the  expansion  of  industrial  capital  into  non-capitalist  spheres. 
In  this,  she  comes  close  to  Kautsky’s  definition  of  imperialism  as  the 
policy  of  industrial  capital  towards  non-industrial  and  agrarian  coun- 
tries. Lenin  and  Stalin  have  shown  the  fallacy  of  such  concep- 
tions. They  have  shown  that  the  most  characteristic  feature  of 
imperialism  is  the  domination  of  finance  capital  (the  merger  of  in- 
dustrial capital  with  bank  capital),  and  that  finance  capital’s  policy  of 
conquest  is  directed  against  all  countries,  industrial  as  well  as 
agrarian.  (3)  According  to  Luxemburg’s  theory  of  accumu- 
lation, imperialism  is  a necessary  attribute  of  capitalism  in  all  its 
stages.  Lenin  has  shown  that  imperialism  is  a special  stage  in  the 
development  of  capitalism,  the  stage  of  monopoly  capital.  (4)  Ac- 
cording to  Luxemburg,  capitalism  is  preparing  its  own  downfall  by 
the  “exhaustion”  of  the  non-capitalist  spheres  of  exploitation  (com- 
pare Mr.  Corey’s  “long-time  factors  of  expansion”).  True,  Luxem- 
burg also  counted  on  the  “rebellion  of  the  international  proletariat”. 
But  in  her  theory  the  rebellion  of  the  proletariat  occurs  as  a thing 
apart  from  the  economic  factors  of  capitalist  development;  it 
does  not  follow  from  the  sharpening  of  the  contradictions  of 
capitalism  in  the  imperialist  stage.  The  result  is  an  approximation 
to  the  Menshevik  position  of  the  automatic  collapse  of  capitalism, 
a “semi-Menshevik  theory  of  imperialism”  (Stalin). 

IMPERIALISM “inner”  AND  “OUTER” 

From  this,  it  will  become  clear  at  what  point  of  the  discussion 
Mr.  Corey  has  introduced  definite  traces  of  Luxemburg’s  theory 
of  imperialism.  His  thesis  of  the  “exhaustion”  of  the  long-time 
factors  of  expansion  is  explicable  only  in  terms  of  Luxemburg’s 
exhaustion  of  the  non-capitalist  spheres.  This  is  basic.  From  this 
follows  Mr.  Corey’s  conception  of  “inner”  and  “outer”  imperialism. 
He  says  that  the  expansion  of  the  capitalist  mode  of  production  to  the 
Western  regions  of  the  United  States  “may  be  conveniently  described 
as  an  inner  imperialism”  (p.  421),  and  that  by  1910  “a  real  outer 
imperialism  was  definitely  and  aggressively  in  operation”  in  the 
United  States  (p.  422).  Why  does  Mr.  Corey  consider  the  con- 
quest of  the  West  an  inner  imperialism?  Because  the  “economics” 
of  this  conquest  “resembled  those  of  the  export  of  capital”  (p.  421). 
Does  not  this  “resemble”  Luxemburg’s  theory  that  imperialism  is 
nothing  else  but  “a  specific  method  of  accumulation”  which  realizes 
itself  “in  the  extension  of  the  domination  of  capitalism  from  the  old 
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capitalist  countries  to  new  territories”?  It  hears,  in  fact,  a close  re- 
semblance. The  very  differentiation  of  imperialism  into  inner 
and  outer  is  possible  only  from  Luxemburg’s  premise.  Such  a differ- 
entiation effaces  all  the  distinctive  features  of  imperialism  as  a spe- 
cial epoch,  as  the  highest  and  last  stage  of  capitalism. 

Mr.  Corey  resorts  to  this  wrong  conception  of  an  inner  imperial- 
ism in  order  to  explain  a certain  peculiarity  of  American  imperialism. 
“American  imperialism  lagged  behind  the  European,  although  con- 
centration, combination  and  finance  capital  were  on  the  whole  more 
highly  developed  than  in  Europe”.  Mr.  Corey  does  not  state  clearly 
in  what  particular  respect  American  imperialism  lagged  behind  the 
European,  but  we  assume  that  he  had  in  mind  the  disparity  between 
the  high  development  of  monopoly  capital  in  the  United  States  and 
the  relatively  few  American  colonial  possessions.  He  wishes  to  ex- 
plain this  disparity  by  an  “inner  imperialism”  (the  frontier)  ; but,  in 
so  doing,  he  explains  away  imperialism  itself,  a la  Luxemburg. 

The  disparity  was  explained  by  Lenin  long  ago  as  due  to 
the  working  out  of  the  law  of  uneven  development  of  capitalism . 
American  capitalism  is  one  of  the  youngest  among  the  big 
imperialist  Powers.  Its  tremendous  and  rapid  forward  leap  to 
a first-rate  position  in  the  capitalist  world  can  be  understood  only  in 
connection  with  the  equally  rapid  and  catastrophic  backward  slide 
of  British  imperialism.  These  two  events  are  conditioned  by  un- 
even development,  which  becomes  especially  acute  in  the  imperialist 
era — the  era  of  monopoly  capital.  It  is  due  to  this  law  that  new  im- 
perialist Powers,  such  as  the  United  States,  are  able  to  develop  the 
technique  of  production  with  unheard-of  rapidity,  to  cheapen  their 
products,  and  to  conquer  markets  at  the  expense  of  older  imperialist 
Powers.  Imperialism,  however,  needs  markets  not  merely  for  its 
goods.  It  seeks  markets  primarily  for  the  export  of  capital;  it  seeks 
sources  of  raw  material;  it  seeks  exclusive,  monopolistic  exploitation. 
But  imperialism  is  that  stage  of  capitalism  in  which  the  division  of 
the  world  into  spheres  of  exploitation  has  come  to  an  end.  And 
that  was  precisely  the  situation  confronting  American  capitalism 
in  the  ’90’s  when  it  was  rapidly  maturing  into  the  imperialist  stage. 
It  was  from  then  on  that  American  imperialism  has  waged  a struggle 
for  the  acquisition  of  colonies.  Lenin  considered  the  Spanish- 
American  War  of  1898  (which,  by  the  way,  netted  American 
imperialism  a considerable  colonial  empire  and  great  strategic  outposts 
for  conquests  in  the  Caribbean,  South  America,  and  the  Far  East) 
as  one  of  the  chief  milestones  of  the  imperialist  era. 

This  event  apparently  means  little  to  Mr.  Corey,  who  insists 
that  a “real  outer  imperialism”  began  only  with  1910,  even  though 
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this  contention  does  violence  to  historic  facts.  The  reason  is  to  be 
found  in  his  theory  that  the  “exhaustion”  of  the  “inner  long-time 
factors  of  expansion”  was  approaching  by  1910  and  that  this  “ex- 
haustion” brought  about  “outer  imperialism”.  The  role  of  the 
frontier  in  the  development  of  American  capitalism  is  not  explained 
but  is  obscured  by  the  conception  of  “inner”  imperialism.  The 
frontier  is  correctly  explained  by  what  Lenin  called  the  two  distinct 
processes  of  capitalist  development:  “(1)  the  development  of  capital- 
ism in  an  old  settled  country  or  part  of  the  country;  (2)  the  develop- 
ment of  capitalism  on  ‘new  land’.  The  first  process  expresses  the 
further  development  of  already  formed  capitalist  relations;  the 
second  expresses  the  formation  of  new  capitalist  relations  on  new 
territory.  The  first  process  signifies  the  development  of  capitalism 
in  depth,  the  second — in  width”  ( Collected  Works}  Vol.  Ill,  p. 
438,  Russian  edition).  Mr.  Corey  himself  makes  use  of  this  con- 
ception (extensive  and  intensive  development  of  capitalism)  in  cer- 
tain parts  of  his  book  when  discussing  the  peculiarities  of  American 
capitalism.  But  he  fails  to  make  his  theoretical  ends  meet  because 
of  his  attempt  to  add  to  Lenin  admixtures  of  Luxemburg. 

A BASIC  ERROR  IN  METHODOLOGY 

Mr.  Corey  makes  a serious  methodological  error.  He  ignores 
two  basic  principles  of  dialectics  in  discussing  the  factors  of 
economic  expansion : ( 1 ) the  concrete  historical  nature  of  the  sub- 
ject, and  (2)  its  dialectical  contradictions.  Had  he  applied  the  first 
principle,  he  would  have  discovered  that  the  factors  of  economic  ex- 
pansion do  not  consist  in  some  fixed  and  predetermined  quantity 
which  capitalism  “exhausts”  in  the  course  of  its  development,  but  that 
they  are  created  by  capitalism  itself  in  the  course  of  its  development; 
and  had  he  applied  the  second  principle,  he  would  have  found  that, 
due  to  its  contradictions,  capitalism  comes  periodically  into  violent  col- 
lision with  factors  of  economic  expansion  which  it  itself  creates,  that 
this  collision  constitutes  the  fundamental  contradiction  of  capitalism 
— the  contradiction  between  the  productive  forces  and  the  production 
relations.  Und.er  imperialism,  as  defined  by  Lenin,  the  contradiction 
between  capitalism  and  the  factors  of  economic  expansion  created 
by  itself  becomes  especially  acute. 

The  substitution  of  a mechanistic  method  for  dialectics  has  led 
Mr.  Corey  to  give  a non-concrete,  non-historical  and,  hence,  untrue 
picture  of  the  latest  phase  of  imperialism,  dating  from  the  first  world 
imperialist  war,  which  the  Communist  International  has  character- 
ized as  the  general  crisis  of  capitalism.  Mr.  Corey,  too,  speaks  of 
the  “crisis  of  the  system”.  But  with  him  this  crisis  is  merely  a quan- 
titative continuation  of  the  process  of  capitalist  decay  and  decline 
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which  is  a general  feature  of  imperialism,  the  last  stage  of  capitalism. 
We  say  this,  notwithstanding  the  several  expressions  in  Mr.  Corey’s 
hook  which  might  give  a contrary  impression.  Mr.  Corey  tries  to 
explain  the  depth  and  duration  of  “this  depression  (and  all  the 
European  post-war  depressions)”  as  “determined  by  a qualitative  dif- 
ference of  the  utmost  historical  importance”  (p.  460).  And  what 
iis  this  difference?  It  is  that  “former  depressions  were  an  aspect  of 
the  youth  and  upswing  of  capitalism;  depression  now  is  an  aspect  of 
its  old  age  and  decline”.  The  meaning  of  this  is  that  pre-War  depres- 
sions took  place  under  the  capitalism  of  free  competition  while  the 
{post- War  depressions  occur  in  the  era  of  monopoly  capitalism,  of 
-imperialism.  That  Mr.  Corey  attaches  this  meaning  to  his  concept 
<of  “qualitative  difference”  is  seen  from  the  following:  “The  quali- 
tative difference  expresses  itself  in  two  major  developments:  1.  The 

’cyclical  factors  of  recovery  . . . are  now  hampered  by  all  the  ‘con- 
trols’ of  ‘organized’  or  monopoly  capitalism,  intensifying  the  depth 
of  depression  and  postponing  recovery.  2.  The  non-cyclical  factors 
of  long-time  economic  expansion  are  measurably  exhausted.  . . .” 
Clearly,  Mr.  Corey  seeks  to  establish  the  qualitative  difference  be- 
tween pre-  and  post-War  capitalism  through  the  conception  that  the 
latter,  in  distinction  to  the  former,  is  imperialism.  This  view  in- 
volves Mr.  Corey  in  two  major  errors:  he  makes  pre-War  capitalism 
essentially  non-imperialist  (on  what  grounds,  then,  does  he  declare 
the  first  World  War — an  imperialist  war?);  and  he  treats  as  non- 
existent (in  that  he  leaves  undifferentiated)  the  general  crisis  of 
capitalism  ushered  in  by  the  first  World  War  and  the  proletarian 
revolution  in  Russia. 

THE  GENERAL  CRISIS A NEW  PHASE  OF  IMPERIALISM 

Mr.  Corey  has  taken  from  Stalin  (Report  to  the  16th  Congress 
of  the  Communist  Party  of  the  Soviet  Union)  the  very  important 
idea  that  the  world  economic  crisis,  which  has  passed  into  a “special 
kind”  of  depression,  is  made  especially  painful  and  protracted  by 
the  efforts  of  the  trusts  to  retain  high  monopoly  prices.  Why  has 
not  Mr.  Corey  taken  more  from  the  same  source— the  main  idea? 
Comrade  Stalin  further  pointed  out  in  his  report  that  the  peculiarities 
of  the  world  economic  crisis  are  also  determined  by  the  chronic  agri- 
cultural crisis  and  by  “the  general  crisis  of  capitalism,  which  began 
during  the  period  of  the  imperialist  war,  undermining  the  foundations 
of  capitalism  and  facilitating  the  oncoming  of  the  economic  crisis”. 
To  ignore  the  fact  that,  with  the  first  world  imperialist  war,  imperial- 
ism entered  a new  phase , the  phase  of  the  general  crisis  of  capitalism, 
can  only  result  in  an  abstract  and  scarcely  convincing  analysis  of  the 
decline  of  American  capitalism.  Such  an  analysis  cannot  be  Marxian. 
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It  leads  Mr.  Corey  to  declare  that  in  Europe  a general  economic 
crisis  prevailed  in  the  post-War  period.  He  says:  “The  decline  of 
capitalism  was  evident  in  Europe  even  before  the  crisis  and  depression 
which  set  in  after  1929.  A general  economic  crisis  prevailed  and 
cyclical  prosperity  was  on  a lower  level  than  pre-War,  while  capital- 
ism was  crushed  in  the  Soviet  Union.”  But  this  is  manifestly  in- 
correct. European  and  American  capitalism,  that  is,  world  capital- 
ism, has,  since  the  War,  passed  through  three  definite  periods  in 
which  there  were  phases  of  economic  upswing  as  well  as  depression. 
One  of  the  features  of  the  first  years  of  the  present,  third,  period 
was  that  capitalist  economy  went  beyond  the  pre-War  level,  develop- 
ing most  rapidly  the  technique  of  mass  production.  This  was  true, 
not  alone  of  American,  but  of  world  capitalism  as  a whole.  And 
it  was  precisely  the  contradictions  of  this  upswing,  in  the  epoch  of 
ike  general  crisis  of  capitalismy  that  undermined  the  relative  stabiliza- 
tion of  capitalism  (the  second  post-War  period),  leading  to  the  end 
of  this  stabilization  and  to  the  close  approach  of  a new  cycle  of  wars 
and  revolutions.  These  processes,  stabilization  and  its  termination, 
were  highly  uneven  in  the  various  capitalist  countries  (for  example, 
Germany  and  the  United  States),  demonstrating  the  correctness  of 
the  theory  of  the  “weakest  link”  in  imperialism,  fully  developed  by 
Stalin.  It  is  only  by  the  law  of  uneven  development  and  the  theory 
of  the  “weakest  link”  that  one  can  correctly  explain  the  differences 
and  peculiarities  in  post-War  American,  as  compared  with  European, 
capitalism. 

Mr.  Corey  sees  <(the  feature  of  post-War  developments  in  the 
United  States”  in  “the  final  transformation  of  competitive  capitalism 
into  monopoly  capitalism  and  of  monopoly  capitalism  into  im- 
perialism” (p.  371).  This  is  confusion,  not  scientific 

explanation.  What  Mr.  Corey  may  have  had  in  mind, 
seeking  the  main  feature  of  post-War  development  in  the 
United  States,  is  the  shift  of  the  economic  center  of  gravity  to  the 
United  States . But  what  explains  this  shift?  Briefly,  the  law 
of  uneven  development  as  it  operates  in  the  epoch  of  the  general 
crisis  of  capitalism.  Besides,  what  does  Mr.  Corey  mean  by  the 
“transformation”  of  monopoly  capitalism  into  imperialism?  Pro- 
ceeding from  Lenin’s  theory  of  imperialism,  we  assert  that  monopoly 
capitalism  is  imperialism,  is  its  essence . Mr.  Corey  would  seem  to  try 
to  invalidate  this  Leninist  idea.  He  would  seem  to  suggest  that  there 
may  be  monopoly  capitalism  without  imperialism. 

This  is  economically  and  historically  incorrect.  But  it  also  slides 
down  dangerously  near  the  Kautskyan  conception  of  imperialism  as 
a policy  that  the  capitalists  may  or  may  not  adopt.  That  Mr, 
Corey  is  actually  sliding  down  to  this  conception  can  be  seen 
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from  the  following:  “To  avoid  the  change } which  can  be  nothing 

else  than  socialism,  monopoly  capitalism  turns  to  the  export  of  capital 
and  imperialism”  (p.  434).  In  other  words,  monopoly  capital 
selects  the  road  of  imperialism  (a  policy)  in  order  to  prevent  Social- 
ism. Peculiarly,  Mr.  Corey  is  moved  to  make  such  a declaration  in 
an  effort  to  refute  the  idea  that  imperialism  is  a policy.  What 
happens,  however,  is  this:  he  refutes  this  fallacy  in  words  but  com- 
mits himself  to  it  in  deed.  He  becomes  entangled,  fails  to  make 
his  ends  meet,  in  the  impossible  attempt  to  build  up  his  “own”  theory 
of  imperialism  by  adding  traces  of  Luxemburg  to  Lenin. 

THE  ROLE  OF  THE  SOVIET  UNION  IN  THE  DECLINE 
OF  WORLD  CAPITALISM 

The  most  glaring  result  of  Mr.  Corey’s  eclectic  combinations  in 
conjunction  with  his  main  methodological  errors  discussed  above,  is 
the  total  failure  to  evaluate  the  role  of  the  Socialist  system  of  the 
Soviet  Union  in  the  decline  of  American,  and  of  world,  capitalism. 
This  failure  is  astounding  on  the  face  of  it.  How  can  any  one,  let 
alone  a Marxist,  discuss  seriously  the  decline  of  American  capitalism 
without  evaluating  the  struggle  between  the  two  worldsy  the  dying 
capitalism  and  the  center  of  a new  world  system,  the  Socialist 
system  of  the  Soviet  Union?  Not  even  bourgeois  economists  who 
are  serious  students  of  world  affairs,  not  even  serious  capitalist 
politicians,  fail  to  discuss  the  role  of  the  Soviet  Union  in  the  for- 
tunes of  capitalist  world  economy.  But  Mr.  Corey  manages  not  to 
notice  the  “elephant”.  Is  this  an  accident?  Certainly,  Mr.  Corey 
is  familiar  with  the  fact  that  Lenin,  Stalin,  and  the  whole  Com- 
munist International  consider  the  contradictions  and  antagonisms 
between  the  two  worlds  the  central  antagonisms  of  the  present  epoch, 
the  most  potent  single  factor  undermining  capitalism  and  accelerating 
its  decline.  Mr.  Corey  undertakes  to  discuss  the  decline  of  Ameri- 
can capitalism  without  taking  account  of  this  central  contradiction, 
the  struggle  between  the  two  worlds.  Why?  Has  not  the  Soviet 
Union  demonstrated  that  it  is  the  center  of  a new  world  system,  the 
system  of  Socialism?  Has  it  not  been  demonstrated,  theoretically 
and  in  practice,  that  all  world  contradictions  of  today  revolve 
around  the  contradiction  between  the  growing  Socialist  world 
and  the  dying  capitalist  world?  Is  it  not  clear  now,  more  than 
ever,  due  primarily  to  its  Socialist  achievements,  that  the  Soviet  Union 
is  the  greatest  revolutionizing  factor? 

We  know  of  the  existence  of  a contrary  “theory”.  It  is  that  the 
Soviet  Union  is  economically  becoming  an  “appendix”  to  the  capitalist 
system,  not  a counter  force,  and  that  politically  it  has  “compromised” 
the  world  revolution.  This  is  the  counter-revolutionary  theory  of 
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Trotzky.  We  want  to  assume  that  Mr.  Corey  does  not  share  this 
“theory”.  But  why,  then,  this  surprising  failure  to  see  as  a factor 
in  the  decline  of  American  capitalism  the  struggle  between  the  two 
worlds?  It  is  this  failure  that  helps  us  also  to  understand  why  Mr. 
Corey  was  able  to  “overlook”  the  general  crisis  of  capitalism,  its 
concrete  historic  characteristics,  its  phases  and  contradictions.  It  also 
helps  to  explain  some  of  Mr.  Corey’s  original  “additions”  to  Lenin 
on  the  theory  of  the  proletarian  revolution. 

CERTAIN  THEORIES  OF  REVOLUTION 
“the  general  unity  of  revolutions” 

Having  excluded  from  consideration  the  general  crisis  of  capital- 
ism and  its  three  periods — the  only  basis  from  which  the  maturing  of 
the  revolutionary  crisis  can  be  understood — Mr.  Corey  sets  up  the 
conception  of  “long-  and  short-time  factors  of  revolution”,  evidently 
as  correlatives  of  his  long-  and  short-time  factors  of  economic  ex- 
pansion. These  factors  of  revolution  are  integrated  into  something 
which  has  all  the  appearances  of  a universal  theory  of  revolutions, 
something  quite  akin  to  the  “natural  history”  of  revolutions 
against  which  he  sets  out  to  polemize.  As  is  to  be  expected 
of  such  a non-Marxian  (non-historic,  non-concrete)  method, 
the  resulting  universal  theory  of  revolutions  is  devoid  of  -all  life 
and  dialectical  meaning.  For,  to  set  up  a thesis  of  “the  general 
unity  of  revolutions”,  to  say  that — “Unity  is  in  the  purpose,  the 
conquest  of  political  power  and  the  consolidation  of  the  new  order; 
diversity  is  in  the  means  adopted  to  accomplish  the  purpose  and  in 
the  forms  of  the  new  order”  (p.  544) — to  say  this,  and  to  assume 
that  these  words  build  up  a living  theory  of  revolutions,  or  help  in 
any  way  toward  understanding  the  present  period  of  a new  cycle 
of  wars  and  revolutions,  is  to  make  a joke  of  the  whole  affair. 

Marx,  Engels,  Lenin,  and  Stalin  have  built  up  the  theory  of  the 
'proletarian  revolution.  Because  they  used  the  method  of  dialectical 
materialism,  their  theory  of  the  proletarian  revolution  is  historical 
and  concrete.  Marxism-Leninism  therefore  distinguishes  various 
types  of  revolutions  arising  in  the  present  epochs  According  to  the 
Program  of  the  Communist  International,  the  world  proletarian 
revolution  is  being  made  up  of  processes  that  are  different  both  in  kind 
and  in  point  of  time.  These  are:  proletarian  revolutions,  revolu- 
tions of  the  bourgeois-democratic  type  growing  over  into  proletarian 
revolutions,  wars  of  national  liberation,  and  colonial  revolutions.  “Only 
in  the  last  analysis  does  the  revolutionary  process  bring  to  the  world 
dictatorship  of  the  proletariat ” (Program  of  the  Communist  Interna- 
tional). This  gives  a true  picture  of  the  living  dialectical  processes 
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of  the  proletarian  revolution.  Of  what  value,  then,  is  Mr.  Corey’s 
“general  unity”  theory  of  revolution? 

ABSTRACT  “ACCELERATION  OF  THE  REVOLUTIONARY  PROCESS” 

Let  us,  however,  examine  this  theory  a little  further.  We  read: 
“One  of  the  most  important  aspects  of  the  diversity  of  revolutions  is 
an  acceleration  of  the  revolutionary  fro  cess,  progressively  shortening 
the  intervals  between  one  revolution  and  another”  (p.  545).  De- 
spite the  abstractness  of  the  italicized  phrase,  it  is  possible  to 
see  that  what  Mr.  Corey  had  in  mind  was  the  process  of  develop- 
ment from  a bourgeois-democratic  revolution  to  the  Socialist. 
Marx  and  Lenin,  followed  by  Stalin,  had  analyzed  this  process  as 
a growing  over  of  the  bourgeois-democratic  revolution  into  the 
Socialist.  Stalin  has  shown  that  Leninism  views  the  bourgeois-demo- 
cratic revolution  and  the  Socialist  revolution  in  the  process  of  grow- 
ing over  “as  two  links  of  one  chain”.  The  class  factor  that  unites 
the  two  links  of  the  revolution  is  the  hegemony  of  the  froletariat ; 
the  class  factor  that  differentiates  them  is  the  character  of  the  allies 
of  the  proletariat.  In  the  bourgeois-democratic  revolution  the  pro- 
letariat has  as  its  allies  all  the  democratic,  anti-feudal  classes  and 
groups  of  the  population,  chiefly  the  peasantry,  the  whole  of  it 
practically;  in  the  Socialist  revolution  the  proletariat  has  as  its  allies 
all  the  anti-cafitalist  classes  and  groups,  chiefly  the  toiling  peasantry, 
excluding  the  “kulaks”,  winning  over  the  small,  and  sections  of  the 
middle,  peasants,  and  neutralizing  the  rest.  The  rapidity  of  the 
growing  over  of  the  bourgeois-democratic  revolution  into  the  Socialist 
is  determined  in  the  present  epoch,  given  a certain  degree  of  industrial 
development  in  the  country,  by  the  hegemony  of  the  proletariat  in 
the  revolution,  by  the  organized  strength  of  the  proletariat  and  the 
influence  of  its  Communist  Party.  In  the  colonial  revolutions  (bour- 
geois-democratic) the  anti-imperialist  factor  assumes  a first-rate 
importance. 

Mr.  Corey  evidently  is  not  satisfied  with  the  adequacy  of  the 
Leninist  theory  of  the  “growing  over”.  He  prefers  instead  the 
abstract  “acceleration  of  the  revolutionary  process”  which  tends  to 
gloss  over  the  role  of  the  hegemony  of  the  proletariat  and  the  differ- 
ence in  the  composition  of  its  allies  in  the  two  links  of  the  revolu- 
tionary process.  For  the  hegemony  of  the  proletariat  and  the  lead- 
ing role  of  the  Communist  Party,  Mr.  Corey  substitutes  an  abstract 
entity  which  he  calls  “an  increasingly  purposive  character  in  revolu- 
tion involving  a larger  awareness  of  purposes  and  means”  (p.  545). 
On  the  decisive  question  of  the  allies  of  the  proletariat,  he  has,  in 
this  connection,  nothing  to  say.  Why?  Certainly  he  knows  of  the 
existence  of  an  anti-Leninist  theory  of  revolution,  Trotzky’s  theory 
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of  “permanent  revolution”.  This  theory  is  distinguished,  among 
other  things,  by  the  fact  that  it  discards  the  peasantry  as  an  ally 
of  the  proletariat  in  the  bourgeois-democratic  revolution.  Does  Mr. 
Corey  share  these  views? 

Following  out  his  formulation  of  “the  acceleration  of  the  revo- 
lutionary process”,  Mr.  Corey  develops  some  peculiar  ideas  about  the 
objective  and  subjective  prerequisites  of  the  revolution.  Again  the 
method  is  abstract,  non-historic  and  mechanistic.  Instead  of  examin- 
ing the  present  phase  of  the  general  crisis  of  capitalism — the  new  cycle 
of  wars  and  revolutions — Mr.  Corey  seeks  the  general  objective 
factors  that  “accelerate  the  revolutionary  process”.  This  results  in 
a superficial  discussion  of  the  general  tempo  of  revolutionary  develop- 
ment, and  not  in  a Marxist-Leninist  analysis  of  the  maturing  of  the 
objective  prerequisites  of  the  revolution  in  the  present  historical 
moment.  Nor  do  we  get  from  such  a discussion  a scientific  definition 
of  the  objective  factors. 

lenin’s  definition  of  a revolutionary  situation 

In  the  Leninist  theory  of  the  proletarian  revolution  we  have  a 
precise  definition  of  a revolutionary  situation  and  its  objective  and 
subjective  prerequisites — a definition  that  rests  on  the  Leninist  theory 
of  imperialism  as  the  epoch  of  the  proletarian  revolution. 

Lenin  lists  the  following  three  factors  as  the  objective  prerequi- 
sites of  a revolutionary  situation:  (1)  The  ruling  classes  can  no 
longer  rule  as  of  old,  a crisis  on  top;  an  unwillingness  of  the  masses 
to  live  as  of  old.  (2)  An  extraordinary  sharpening  of  the  misery  and 
oppression  under  which  the  masses  live.  (3)  A considerable  heighten- 
ing of  the  activity  of  the  masses  forced  by  these  conditions  to 
independent  historical  action.  Wherever  all  these  factors,  in  totality, 
exist,  there  we  have  a revolutionary  situation;  the  maturing  of  these 
factors  signifies  the  maturing  of  a revolutionary  situation. 

But  not  every  revolutionary  situation  results  in  revolution.  For 
a revolution,  the  maturity  of  a definitive  subjective  factor  is  necessary. 
This  is  “the  ability  of  the  revolutionary  class  to  engage  in  revolu- 
tionary mass  actions  of  sufficient  strength  to  break  ...  the  old 
government,  which  will  never  ‘fall’,  not  even  in  the  epoch  of  crises, 
if  it  is  not  ‘dropped’”  (Lenin,  The  Collafse  of  the  Second  Inter- 
national) . 

What  does  Mr.  Corey  give  us  on  the  question  of  the  subjective 
factor  of  the  revolution?  “Subjectively,  the  acceleration  of  the 
revolutionary  process  is  determined  by  the  constantly  more  conscious 
and  purposive  factors  in  revolution”  (p.  547).  This  is  pale,  indeed. 
And  Mr.  Corey  does  not  help  matters  when  he  adds  emphatically 
that  “awareness  becomes  itself  a social  force”.  This  only  clothes  in 
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vague  phraseology  Marx’  very  clear  and  historic  idea  that  theory 
becomes  a material  force  when  it  seizes  hold  of  the  masses.  The 
role  of  the  revolutionary  class  is  made  vague  in  Mr.  Corey’s 
definition. 

Wherein  lies  Mr.  Corey’s  methodological  error  in  this  matter? 
It  lies  in  the  same  sphere  in  which  his  errors  on  the  other  questions 
are  to  be  found.  He  sees  the  proletarian  revolution  as  a process;  but  he 
views  it  mechanistically,  not  dialectically.  Here,  for  example  are  the 
five  “immediate”  ( ! ) factors  of  the  revolutionary  crisis,  as  Mr.  Corey 
sees  them:  (1)  Capitalist  decline  and  decay — imperialism.  (2)  The 
upper  bourgeoisie  “clings  to  power  and  attempts  to  thrust  the  burden 
of  decline  upon  the  workers.  . . . Repressive  measures  are  multiplied 
and  imperialism  is  intensified  as  a way  out  of  the  crisis”  (??).  (3) 
The  farmers  suffer  under  the  agricultural  crisis  “and  must  ally  them- 
selves” with  some  more  powerful  class.  (4)  Similarly  with  the  middle 
class,  the  petty  bourgeoisie.  (5)  The  proletarians  “emerge  as  a class 
conscious  of  itself  and  waging  war  upon  capitalism,  its  awareness 
of  purpose  and  means  constantly  broadening  and  deepening  until  it 
engages  in  the  revolutionary  struggle  for  power  under  Communist 
leadership”  (pp.  548-49). 

Will  anyone  recognize  in  the  above  the  living  process  of  the 
present  maturing  of  the  world  revolutionary  crisis?  Of  course  not. 
The  description  of  the  revolutionary  processes  taking  place  in  the 
proletariat,  as  given  in  point  5,  would  fit  the  pre-imperialist  era  as 
lief  as  the  present,  which  means  that  it  fits  neither.  Mr.  Corey  fails  to 
see  that  in  the  imperialist  era  the  question  of  the  proletarian  revolution 
is  placed  on  the  order  of  the  day  as  a task  of  direct  preparation  for 
the  struggle  for  power,  which  was  not  the  case  in  the  pre-imperialist 
era.  Consequently,  he  treats  the  maturing  of  the  prerequisites  of  a 
revolutionary  situation  as  a continuous,  uninterrupted  process  (de- 
velopment along  a straight  line)  of  capitalist  development,  instead 
of  giving  a complete,  all-sided  picture  of  the  turns  and  twists  of 
the  maturing  revolutionary  crisis  as  it  actually  takes  place  in  the 
present  phase  of  the  general  crisis  of  capitalism. 

THE  INEVITABILITY  OF  SOCIALISM 

SOCIALISM  “IN  THE  LONG  RUN” 

These  fundamental  errors  lead  the  author  inevitably  to  set  up 
false  positions  on  the  most  vital  principles  involved  in  the  revolu- 
tionary program  of  the  working  class — on  the  attainment  of  Social- 
ism, on  the  Party,  on  class  alliances,  on  the  national  question,  on 
democracy,  on  fascism. 

How  does  Mr.  Corey  approach  the  question  of  the  social  order 
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which,  according  to  his  thesis,  must  supplant  capitalism?  He  declares 
Socialism  to  be  inevitable.  He  makes  clear,  too,  that  he  dissociates 
himself  from  those  who  tend  to  give  a fatalistic  and  automatic  mean- 
ing to  the  concept  of  the  inevitability  of  Socialism.  He  stresses  the 
subjective  role  of  the  revolutionary  class  and  the  leadership  of  the 
party.  But,  in  bidding  us  guard  against  the  reformist  theory  of 
“growth  into  Socialism’’,  he  qualifies  his  acceptance  of  the  inevitabil- 
ity of  Socialism  by  counterposing  inevitability  “in  the  long  run” 
against  inevitability  “in  the  short  run”: 

“Socialism  is  inevitable  in  the  long-  run$  humanity  will  not  for- 
ever endure  the  oppression  and  decay  of  capitalist  decline,  and  social- 
ism is  the  only  alternative.  But  socialism  is  not  inevitable  in  the 
short  runy  and  this  is  decisive  in  the  practical  revolutionary  politics 
and  struggles  of  the  workers.” 

In  this  he  adduces  for  his  support  a statement  from  Lenin: 

“Capitalism  could  (and  very  rightly)  have  been  described  as 
‘historically  worn  out’  many  decades  ago,  but  this  in  no  way  removes 
the  necessity  of  a very  long  and  very  hard  struggle  against  capitalism 
at  the  present  day.  . . . The  scale  of  the  world’s  history  is  not 
reckoned  by  decades.  Ten  or  twenty  years  sooner  or  later — from  the 
point  of  view  of  the  world-historical  scale — makes  no  difference  j 
from  the  point  of  view  of  world  history  it  is  a trifle,  which  cannot 
be  even  approximately  reckoned.  But  this  is  just  why  it  is  a crying 
theoretical  mistake  in  questions  of  practical  politics  to  refer  to  the 
world-historical  scale.” 

Since  the  author  bases  himself  on  Lenin  for  his  thesis  of  Social- 
ism “in  the  long  run”,  it  is  necessary,  in  examining  the  thesis,  to  see 
with  what  validity  he  does  so. 


THE  SOCIALIST  REVOLUTION aAN  URGENT  PROBLEM 

OF  THE  DAY”  (LENIN) 

The  quotation  is  taken  from  “Left” -Communism:  An  Infantile 
Disorder y from  the  section  dealing  with  the  question  of  participating 
in  bourgeois  parliaments.  Lenin  polemizes  against  the  German  and 
Dutch  “Left”  Communists,  who  hold  to  the  idea  that  “parliamen- 
tarism is  historically  and  politically  worn  out”.  He  warns  against 
the  infantile  notion  that  because  parliament  has,  in  the  historical 
sense,  become  worn  out,  it  can,  therefore,  no  longer  serve  the  prole- 
tariat as  an  instrument  of  struggle.  He  points  out  further  in  the 
chapter  that  the  Russian  proletariat  participated  in  bourgeois-demo- 
cratic parliamentarism  a few  weeks  before  the  victorious  October 
Revolution — and  even  after  the  proletarian  victory — in  this  way 
facilitating  the  political  wearing  out  of  bourgeois  parliamentarism. 

Lenin,  in  speaking  here  of  parliamentarism,  has  in  mind  the 
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necessity  of  combining  legal  with  illegal  work  precisely  because  the 
world  proletariat  must  prepare  practically  for  the  Revolution.  In 
the  same  chapter  he  declares: 

“In  all  civilized  and  advanced  countries,  the  time  is  coming 
speedily  when  such  unification  becomes  more  and  more,  and,  to  an 
extent,  has  already  become,  obligatory  for  the  party  of  the  revolu- 
tionary proletariat.  It  is  necessitated  by  the  development  and  approach 
of  the  civil  war  between  the  proletariat  and  the  bourgeoisie,  by  the 
furious  persecution  of  Communists,  by  republican  and  all  bourgeois 
governments  generally,  breaking  the  law  in  innumerable  ways  (the 
American  example  alone  is  invaluable).” 

One  needs  no  clearer  refutation  of  attempts  such  as  Mr.  Corey’s 
to  interpret  Lenin’s  criticism  of  “Leftism”  to  mean  Socialism  “in 
the  long  run”  than  the  following  statement  from  Lenin’s  Preface 
to  his  State  and  Revolution y written  three  years  before  “ Left” - 
Communism : 

“The  question  of  the  relation  of  a proletarian  Socialist  revolution 
to  the  state  acquires,  therefore,  not  only  a practical  political  import- 
ance, but  the  importance  of  an  urgent  'problem  of  the  day , the 
problem  of  elucidating  to  the  masses  what  they  will  have  to  do  for 
their  liberation  from  the  yoke  of  capitalism  in  the  very  near  future .” 
(Emphasis  ours.) 

Quite  a far  cry  from  Mr.  Corey’s  platonic  “humanity  will  not 
forever  endure  . . . ”! 

What  is  involved  here  is  the  fundamental  understanding  of  the 
Leninist  characterization  of  the  present  stage  of  capitalism  as  the 
epoch  of  proletarian  revolution — an  understanding  which  Mr.  Corey 
does  not  evince  because  of  the  fallacies  already  noted  in  his  work. 
Lenin’s  restoration  and  further  development  of  revolutionary  Marx- 
ism consisted  precisely  in  that  his  analysis  of  the  laws  of  imperialism 
^demonstrated  this  epoch  to  be  the  last  stage  of  capitalism  and  the  eve 
( of  proletarian  revolutionsy  in  that  he  placed  the  question  of  the  dicta- 
torship of  the  proletariat  on  the  order  of  the  day.  It  is  on  this  issue 
that  Social-Democracy,  with  its  variant  theories  of  Socialism  “in  the 
long  run”,  surrendered  to  the  bourgeoisie,  substituting  class  collabora- 
tion for  class  struggle. 

This  in  no  way  means  that  we  should  proceed  without  reali- 
zation of  the  efforts  that  capitalism  will  continue  to  make  to  maintain 
itself  in  power  by  the  most  desperate  onslaughts  upon  the  living 
conditions  and  the  elementary  rights  of  the  toiling  masses,  by  turning 
with  intensified  energies  to  the  preparation  of  the  new  imperialist  war 
and  the  attack  upon  the  Soviet  Union.  On  the  contrary,  we  must 
recognize  that  these  very  onslaughts,  developing  as  they  do,  revolu- 
tionary resistance  and  unity  in  the  working  class,  manifest  the  supreme 
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necessity  for  developing  the  subjective  factors  of  the  revolution. 
Now,  more  than  ever,  must  we  prepare  the  proletariat  for  assuming 
the  tasks  which  the  already  existing  objective  preconditions  for  the 
revolution  place  upon  it.  But  the  efficacy  of  this  preparation — the 
capacity  to  develop  the  tempo  of  the  struggle,  to  develop  the  higher 
forms  of  mass  struggle,  to  advance  the  requisite  revolutionary  slogans 
— depends  directly  upon  our  ability  to  see,  on  the  basis  of  the  Leninist 
law  of  uneven  economic  and  political  development  under  imperialism, 
the  rapid  maturing  of  the  objective  factors  of  the  revolutionary  crisis, 
arising  from  the  accentuation  of  the  general  crisis  of  capitalism. 
In  this  sense,  the  E.C.C.I.  at  its  Thirteenth  Plenum  declared  to  the 
world  proletariat  that  we  are  closely  approaching  a new  cycle  of  wars 
and  revolutions;  in  this  sense  the  chief  slogan  of  the  Comintern 
today  is:  Soviet  Power! 

ACCELERATED  UNEVEN  DEVELOPMENT  OF  CAPITALISM 

THE  DECISIVE  FEATURE  OF  THE  IMPERIALIST  ERA 

What  is  the  basic  error  that  prevents  the  author  from  grasping 
the  Leninist  teaching  on  the  march  of  the  Revolution?  Mr.  Corey 
endeavors  to  base  himself  on  Lenin’s  analysis  of  imperialism ; but  he 
loses  sight  of  the  decisive  feature  of  imperialism,  without  which  the 
dynamics  of  the  final  stage  of  capitalism  cannot  be  conceived: 
namely,  the  pronouncedly  uneven  economic  and  political  development 
of  capitalism  in  the  imperialist  epoch.  This  is  one  of  the  funda- 
mental principles  which  differentiate  Leninism  from  the  various 
Social-Democratic  “theories”  of  imperialism.  True,  we  find  refer- 
ences in  the  book  to  uneven  development;  but  these  references  are  to 
the  stage  of  capitalism  when  the  process  consisted  of  an  effort  at 
“levelling  up”;  for,  uneven  development  is  characteristic  of  capi- 
talism in  all  its  phases.  But  to  pause  at  such  a concept,  that  is,  not 
to  perceive  the  specific  laws  of  motion  operating  in  the  accelerated 
uneven  development  during  the  monopoly-capitalist  stage,  is  to  fall 
into  a mechanistic  conception  of  this  principle,  a conception  which 
denies  Lenin’s  further  development  and  concretization  of  the 
Marxian  principle  of  the  uneven  development  of  capitalism — the 
conception  held  by  Trotzkyism. 

Because  he  fails  to  see  the  heightened  tempo  and  the  increased 
complexity  of  the  uneven  development  under  imperialism,  Mr.  Corey 
does  not  sense  the  catastrophic  ominousness  of  this  process;  does  not 
anticipate  the  imminent  armed  clashes  between  classes  and  between 
Powers  which  must  weaken  imperialism,  and  as  a result  of  which,  in 
the  words  of  Stalin,  “the  world  front  of  imperialism  becomes  easily 
vulnerable  and  can  be  broken  through  in  some  countries”. 

For  the  same  reason,  when  we  turn  to  the  discussion  of  the  cor- 
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relation  of  forces  in  the  class  struggle — classes,  parties,  alliances, 
agencies — The  Decline  of  American  Capitalism  reveals  on  this  ques- 
tion a lack  of  clarity  that,  notwithstanding  the  author’s  plea  for  the 
Socialist  solution  of  the  capitalist  crisis,  fails  to  furnish  a basis  for 
the  revolutionary  way  out. 

ON  THE  DIALECTICS  OF  INCREASING  MISERY 

It  cannot  be  disputed  that  the  Marxist-Leninist  teaching  on  the 
class  struggle  and  revolution  is  inextricably  connected  with  the  con- 
ception of  the  increasing  misery  of  the  working  class  in  the  process 
of  capitalist  accumulation.  The  denial  or  acceptance  of  this  leading 
conception  determines  which  path  the  working  class  shall  follow — 
the  way  of  capitulation  to  the  bourgeoisie,  or  the  road  of  proletarian 
revolution.  We  find,  therefore,  that  this  question  was  central  in 
the  struggle  waged  by  revolutionary  Marxism  against  both  Bern- 
stein’s revisionist  rejection  and  Kautsky’s  “orthodox  defense”  of 
Marxian  fundamentals. 

Mr.  Corey  would  doubtless  protest  against  the  charge  that  he  has 
either  not  understood  or  not  accepted  Marx’  theory  of  increasing 
misery.  Indeed,  he  might  say:  Do  I not  defend  this  teaching  of 
Marx  and  say  of  it  that  it  was  “abandoned  by  his  reformist  ‘disciples’ 
and  ridiculed  by  the  bourgeois  economists”  (p.  486)?  But  let  us 
see  the  construction  that  Mr.  Corey  puts  on  this  teaching.  The  self- 
same sentence  from  which  we  have  just  quoted  concludes  with  the 
words: 

“[The  law  of  increasing  misery]  is  a dialectical,  not  an  absolute 

tendency:  it  does  not  move  in  a straight  line,  but  contradictorily  and 

unevenly.” 

In  the  first  place,  we  find  here  the  concepts  dialectical  and  abso- 
lute set  in  opposition  to  each  other,  in  a manner  as  to  exclude  the 
absolute  from  the  dialectic  process*  and  to  conceive  increasing  misery 
solely  as  a relative  movement,  a la  Kautsky.  It  may  perhaps  be 
argued  that  the  ensuing  words  “it  does  not  move  in  a straight  line, 
but  contradictorily  and  unevenly”  render  the  antithetical  employment 
of  the  word  dialectical  immune  from  such  an  interpretation,  in  the 
sense  that  the  term  absolute  as  here  used  implies  the  metaphysical 
absolute.  The  validity  of  such  a contention  remains  to  be  proved 
by  further  examination  of  Mr.  Corey’s  treatment  of  the  principle 
under  discussion. 

* The  absolute  is  not  excluded  from  the  dialectic  process  but  is  inherent 
in  that  process.  Marx,  the  formulator  of  materialist  dialectics,  sums  up  his 
analysis  of  the  nature  of  capitalist  accumulation  in  the  words:  “This  is  the 
absolute  general  law  of  capitalist  accumulation .” 
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Mr.  Corey  builds  his  thesis  of  increasing  misery  on  the  division 
of  the  development  of  capitalist  society  into  three  epochs — the  indus- 
trial revolution,  the  epoch  of  the  upswing  of  capitalism,  and  the 
stage  of  capitalist  decline,  attempting  to  trace  the  Marxian  law  of 
increasing  misery  through  each  of  these  periods  by  analyzing  the 
changing  relationship  of  labor’s  productivity  to  production.  He  comes 
to  the  following  conclusion:  Misery  grows  with  the  lower  levels  of 
employment  attending  the  early  stage  of  the  present  system  and 
diminishes  as  production  rises,  until,  when  capitalism  is  in  its  ascendant 
period,  increasing  misery  becomes  checked,  only  to  resume  its  ten- 
dency, now  in  full  force,  when  capitalism  enters  its  decline. 

Thus,  he  declares: 

“The  industrial  revolution  was  accompanied  by  increasing  misery 
for  the  workers  because  the  productivity  of  labor  rose  more  than 
production.  Displacement  of  labor  was  absolute,  hours  rose  while 
wages  fell,  and  a surplus  population  was  created.” 

But,  he  argues: 

“In  the  epoch  of  the  upswing  of  capitalism  the  tendency  toward 
increasing  misery  was  checked  because  production  rose  more  than 
the  productivity  of  labor.  Displacement  of  labor  was  primarily 
relative,  wages  rose  while  working  hours  fell,  and  some  of  the  worst 
industrial  abuses  were  wiped  out.  An  offset,  however,  was  the 
growing  surplus  population  and  increasing  misery  in  countries  being 
industrialized  and  in  colonial  lands. 

“The  tendency  toward  increasing  misery  resumes  its  full  force  in 
the  epoch  of  capitalist  decline,  because  expansion  is  limited  and  the 
productivity  of  labor  moves  upward  while  production  moves  down- 
ward. Displacement  of  labor  is  now  absolute.  Disemployment  and 
the  surplus  population  grow.  Wages  and  standards  of  living  fall. 
Starvation  mounts  in  the  midst  of  abundance  ...”  (p.  486). 

In  fine,  we  have  here  the  theory  that  the  law  of  increasing  misery 
is  valid  for  capitalism  at  its  initial  and  declining  stages,  but  tends  to 
become  inoperative,  in  fact  is  checked,  when  capitalism  is  at  the 
height  of  its  development  and  its  accumulation  progresses  apace. 

Mr.  Corey  has  here  fallen  into  the  error  of  failing  to  consider 
production  in  the  light  of  the  constant  reproduction  of  the  capital- 
relation.  He  sees  the  phenomenon  of  rising  wages  as  denoting  for 
the  proletariat  purely  individual  consumption,  that  is,  the  increase 
of  the  workers’  means  of  subsistence  for  their  own  sake  and  not  for 
their  reconversion  into  labor  power  for  renewed  exploitation.  In 
other  words,  he  does  not  see  the  rise  of  wages  as  a factor  ijn  produc- 
tion, in  increasing  the  source  of  profit  for  the  capitalist;  he  does  not 
see  individual  consumption  of  the  worker  as  wage-slave  who  con- 
sumes productively,  i.e.y  by  reproducing  his  condition  as  an  appendage 
of  capital;  he  sees  the  higher  wage  level  only  as  improved  means  of 
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livelihood  for  the  workers’  own  enhancement.  But,  as  Marx  points 
out: 

“The  fact  that  the  laborer  consumes  his  means  of  subsistence 
for  his  own  purposes,  and  not  to  please  the  capitalist,  has  no  bearing 
on  the  matter.  The  consumption  of  food  by  a beast  of  burden  is 
none  the  less  a necessary  factor  in  the  process  of  production  because 
the  beast  enjoys  what  he  eats.  The  maintenance  and  reproduction 
of  the  working  class  is,  and  must  ever  be,  a necessary  condition  of 
the  reproduction  of  capital.”  (Capital,  Vol.  I,  p.  627.) 

Once  the  rise  in  the  subsistence  level  of  the  working  class  ceases 
to  be  considered  an  independent  factor  but  is  beheld  in  its  subjection 
to  the  process  of  capitalist  accumulation,  it  becomes  clear  that,  with 
the  constantly  heightened  organic  composition  of  capital,  the  extrac- 
tion of  relative  surplus  value  intensifies  the  rate  of  exploitation,  thus 
setting  off  the  higher  wage  level  with  a greater  intensity  and  produc- 
tiveness of  labor.  In  this  way,  the  worker  is  made  to  pay  with 
increased  expenditure  of  labor  power  for  his  higher  plane  of  sub- 
sistence, at  a rate  that  far  outstrips  the  gains  in  the  living  conditions. 
Therein  lies  the  source  of  his  increasing  misery.  If  the  life  of  the 
worker  is  one  long,  drab  monotone  of  toil;  if  he  is  machine-domi- 
neered and  sapped  of  intellectual  vitality;  if  his  sense  organs  are 
impaired  by  the  working  conditions  in  the  factory  and  his  nerves 
shattered  by  the  complexity  and  the  tension  of  rationalization;  if  his 
productive  age  is  shortened  through  the  intensified  rate  of  exploita- 
tion; if  his  life-span  is  cut  off  by  unremitting  speed-up — if  “the  in- 
strument of  labor  strikes  down  the  laborer” — these  constitute  but 
some  of  the  forms  of  the  over-compensation  forced  from  him  for 
the  “higher”  subsistence  level. 

It  is  the  ruthless  physical  and  mental  degradation  of  the  wage- 
slave  in  the  course  of  the  accumulation  of  capital  that  signifies  the 
increasing  misery  of  the  working  masses — a misery  that  grows  abso- 
lutely as  an  objective  process  arising  out  of  capitalist  production  itself. 
Herein  lies  the  key  to  the  understanding  of  Marx’  words: 

“In  proportion  as  capital  accumulates,  the  lot  of  the  laborer,  be 
his  payment  high  or  low,  must  grow  worse.”  (Capital,  Vol.  I,  pp. 
708-9.) 

We  see  that  for  Marx  the  law  of  increasing  misery  is  distinct 
from  the  question  of  rising  or  falling  wages. 

What  really  is  Mr.  Corey’s  error?  He  falls  into  the  con- 
fusion of  seeing  in  the  factors  making  for  a rising  standard 
of  living,  factors  that  check  progressive  misery.  He  confuses  the 
law  of  increasing  misery  with  the  question  of  higher  or  lower  wages. 
He  believes  he  bases  himself  on  Marx  by  saying:  “Marx  himself 
analyzed  the  opposing  forces  (among  them  the  labor  movement)” 
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(p.  486).  But  how  does  Marx  conceive  of  these  forces?  Let  us 
take  his  discussion  (in  Value y Pricey  and  Profit)  of  working  class 
organization  as  a counter-force  to  the  encroachments  of  capital. 
Marx  presents  his  conclusion,  basing  himself  on  his  analysis  of  the 
heightened  organic  composition  of  capital: 

“The  general  tendency  of  capitalist  production  is  not  to  raise, 
but  to  sink  the  average  standard  of  wages.” 

As  an  opposing  factor  to  this  tendency,  he  speaks  of  the  resistance 
of  the  workers  through  their  trade-union  action.  But  does  he  see  in 
this  organized  resistance,  as  Mr.  Corey  supposes,  a factor  that  suc- 
ceeds in  checking  increasing  misery?  Marx  cannot  mean  this,  since 
for  him  the  struggle  for  raising  the  wage  level  is  but  the  struggle 
against  the  forward  pressure  of  capital  to  beat  down  the  given 
value  of  labor  power.  He  specifically  states  in  regard  to  the 
trade  unions  that,  although  they  are  centers  of  resistance  to  the 
encroachment  of  capital,  they  fail  to  check  these  encroachments, 
since  they  limit  themselves  to  an  attack  on  the  effects  and  not 
at  the  roots  of  the  existing  mode  of  production  (which,  as  has  been 
seen,  maintains  itself  by  subjecting  the  working  masses  to  increasing 
misery). 

But,  asks  Marx,  does  this  mean  that  these  centers  of  resistance 
are  valueless  to  the  proletariat?  No,  he  answers;  they  are  mani- 
festations of  the  unceasing  struggle  of  the  proletarians  against  their 
status  as  wage-slaves,  manifestations  of  the  historic  revolutionary' 
character  of  the  proletariat.  If  these  struggles  were  not  carried  on* 
as  Marx  says,  the  wage-workers  would  become  “degraded  wretches 
past  salvation”.  Yet,  in  itself,  the  purely  trade-union  level  of  the 
struggle  is  insufficient,  in  that  it  does  not  use  its  forces  as  “a  lever 
for  the  final  emancipation  of  the  working  class”.  (F aluey  Price%  and 
Profit.) 

Marx,  therefore,  states  emphatically: 

“The  more  or  less  favorable  circumstances  in  which  the  wage- 
working class  supports  and  multiplies  itself,  in  no  way  alters  the 
fundamental  character  of  capitalist  production.”  ( Capital , Vol.  I, 
p.  672.) 

The  fundamental  character  of  capitalist  production,  involving  as 
it  does  the  general  process  of  capitalist  accumulation,  brings  about, 
as  we  have  seen,  the  ihcreasing  misery  of  the  working  class.  Or,  as 
Marx  put  it: 

“But  just  as  little  as  better  clothing,  food  and  treatment,  and  a 
larger  peculium,  do  away  with  the  exploitation  of  the  slave,  so  little 
do  they  set  aside  that  of  the  wage-worker.  A rise  in  the  price  of 
labor,  as  a consequence  of  accumulation  of  capital,  only  means, 
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in  fact,  that  the  length  and  weight  of  the  golden  chain  the  wage- 
worker has  already  forged  for  himself,  allow  of  a relaxation  of  the 
tension  of  it.”  ( Capital , Vol.  I,  p.  677.) 

But — and  this  Mr.  Corey  forgets — the  chain,  regardless  of  its 
temporary  relaxation  of  tension,  is  in  no  way  lessened  either  in  length 
r>r  in  weight. 

Yet,  the  argument  may  be  advanced  (and  Mr.  Corey’s  thesis 
advances  it) : if,  as  Marx  holds,  the  general  tendency  of  capitalist 
accumulation  is  to  lower  the  average  wage  standard,  how  then  shall 
we  explain  the  apparent  rise  of  that  standard  over  a protracted  period 
during  the  gigantic  growth  of  capitalism  in  the  second  half  of  the 
past  century? 

The  answer  to  this  question,  apart  from  the  aforesaid  over- 
compensation by  increased  expenditure  of  labor  power,  lies  in  the 
realization  that  the  tendency  to  sink  the  average  standard  of  wages 
took  on  during  that  period  a temporary  form  in  which  extension  was 
more  pronounced  than  intensity — a modification  that  was  soon  to 
resolve  itself,  on  the  basis  of  that  extension,  into  a higher  intensity 
throughout  the  capitalist  world.  Marx  himself  offers  the  explanation 
in  regard  to  a temporary  improvement  in  the  conditions  of  the 
laborers  by  stating  that  “the  sphere  of  capital’s  exploitation  and  rule 
merely  extends  with  its  own  dimensions  and  the  number  of  its 
subjects”.  (Capital,  Vol.  I,  p.  677.) 

It  must  be  remembered  that  two  main  causes  contributing  to  the 
higher  average  wage  level,  particularly  of  the  English  working  class, 
during  the  stated  period  were,  on  the  one  hand,  the  diminution  of 
the  reserve  army  through  the  emigrations  to  new  lands,  and,  on  the 
other,  the  plundering  and  terrific  impoverishment  of  the  colonial 
peoples,  which  brought  into  being  the  relatively  favored  labor  aris- 
tocracy whose  preferred  status  tended  to  be  considered  by  bourgeois 
economists  as  the  barometer  of  the  entire  working  class  level. 
Through  the  colonial  policy  of  the  capitalist  class,  however,  the 
colonial  peoples  were  now  brought  within  the  orbit  of  capitalism,  and 
as  such  belonged  to  the  toiling  masses  of  the  capitalist  world.  Their 
increased  impoverishment  more  than  represented  the  increased  misery 
of  the  masses  under  capitalism.  Likewise,  Marx’  teaching  that  the 
general  tendency  of  capitalist  production  is  to  sink  the  average  stand- 
ard of  wages,  becomes  even  more  evident  when  we  view  the  capitalist 
system  as  a whole. 

Mr.  Corey  mentions  the  increasing  misery  in  the  colonies  and  in 
countries  being  industrialized,  but — only  as  an  “offset”  to  the  afore- 
said “check”  upon  the  increasing  misery  of  the  proletariat  in  the 
advanced  capitalist  countries  (p.  486).  In  so  reasoning,  he 
gives  evidence  of  not  seeing,  as  Marx  did,  capitalist  society  as  a whole, 
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but  of  looking  primarily  and  chiefly  from  the  viewpoint  of  the  ad- 
vanced capitalist  countries,  in  which  a section  of  the  working  class 
was  relatively  better  paid  through  the  robbery  of  the  colonial  masses. 
Nor  does  he  see  the  growth  of  official  pauperism  or  the  miserably 
underpaid  sections  of  the  working  class  in  these  very  capitalist  coun- 
tries. He  sees,  indeed,  “the  epoch  of  the  upswing  of  capitalism”  in 
the  roseate  hue  of  the  contemporary  bourgeois  ideology,  which  was 
reflected  on  the  growing  labor  aristocracy  and  had  begun  to  pene- 
trate the  Socialist  parties,  anent  a community  of  interests  between 
the  classes. 

Mr.  Corey  cannot  point  to  the  declining  stage  of  capitalism  and 
say : But  in  the  long  run  I come  to  the  same  conclusion ; I recognize 
absolute  increasing  misery.  For  that  which  he  claims  to  see  as  in- 
creasing misery  is  not  what  Marx  meant  by  that  term;  it  is  not  for 
Mr.  Corey  the  inalienable  absolute  concomitant  of  capitalist  exploita- 
tion. Mr.  Corey  fails  to  see  that  just  as  there  is  no  check  upon  the 
absolute  general  law  of  capitalist  accumulation,  so  is  there  no  check 
upon  the  law  of  increasing  misery,  for  the  latter  is  a consequence  of 
the  former.  Accumulation  of  capital  is  the  independent  factor  that 
conditions  the  dependent  factor,  the  accumulation  of  misery.  Marx, 
indeed,  speaks  of  certain  modifications  that  his  general  law  of  capi- 
talist accumulation  on  occasions,  like  all  laws,  tends  to  undergo, 
subject  to  various  conditions.  In  this  sense,  too,  we  can  speak  of 
certain  temporary  modifications  of  the  law  of  increasing  misery.  But 
does  this  mean  that  the  law  is  checked?  The  very  contrary  is  the 
case.  The  law  asserts  itself  through  these  very  modifications.  Herein 
is  involved  the  dialectic  unity  of  the  relative  and  the  absolute.  Hence 
it  is  impossible  to  speak  of  a check  upon  this  law  through  an  entire 
epoch.  The  modifications  in  the  Marxian  sense  merely  signify  a 
necessary  disturbance  of  the  absolute  law  of  capitalist  accumulation 
which  asserts  itself  precisely  through  this  disturbance  and  which 
restores  its  equilibrium  on  a higher  scale,  that  is,  through  greater 
accumulation.  Corresponding  to  this  restored  equilibrium,  the  law 
of  increasing  misery  also  asserts  itself  on  a higher  scale — that  is, 
catastrophically. 

From  Mr.  Corey’s  “check”  upon  the  Marxian  law  of  absolute 
increasing  misery  in  the  ascendant  stage  of  capitalist  accumulation 
it  would  be  impossible  to  understand  the  development  of  the  class 
struggle  through  that  entire  period  of  capitalism.  For  it  was  in  that 
very  period  that  the  proletariat  in  the  process  of  its  augmentation, 
engaged  in  forms  of  colossal  struggle  whose  material  basis  was  pre- 
cisely the  increasing  misery  of  the  masses.  It  was  through  those 
struggles  that  the  working  class  was  developing  its  mass  trade  unions 
and  its  independent  political  parties.  The  “check”  seen  by  Mr. 
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Corey  is  the  very  “check”  that  earlier  provided  the  basis,  in  fact, 
for  the  growing  opportunist  tendency  which,  basing  itself  on  the 
interests  of  the  labor  aristocracy  and  the  petty  bourgeoisie,  was  soon 
to  manifest  itself  in  open  revisionism  and,  eventually,  in  the  capitu- 
lation of  Social-Democracy  to  the  revisionist  position. 

We  have  dealt  at  some  length  with  this  question  because  its  sig- 
nificance lies  in  the  fact  that  the  recognition  of  the  increasing  misery 
of  the  masses  under  capitalism  is  bound  up  with  the  recognition  of 
wage-labor  as  wage-slavery,  with  the  understanding  of  the  entire 
class  antagonism  which  arises  from  the  process  of  capitalist  accumula- 
tion in  every  one  of  its  fhases  and  which  leaves  the  working  class  no 
way  out  save  the  overthrow  of  the  capitalist  system. 

In  the  light  of  this  discussion  we  shall  be  the  better  enabled  to 
approach  the  programmatic  side  of  Mr,  Corey’s  work. 
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PART  II 


THE  DIALECTICS  OF  IMMEDIATE  STRUGGLES  AND 
THE  SOCIALIST  OBJECTIVE 

THE  HALL  MARK  OF  SCIENTIFIC  COMMUNISM 

r | ''HE  Decline  of  American  Capitalism  declares  the  Socialist  society 
to  be  the  sole,  inevitable  way  out  of  the  maze  of  capitalist 
contradictions. 

In  scientific  Communism,  the  Socialist  objective  is,  of  course, 
conceivable  only  in  its  inalienable  connection  with  the  program  for 
its  achievement.  In  this,  scientific  Communism  is  unique,  having 
definitively,  through  struggle,  supplanted  all  Utopian  varieties  of 
Socialism  and  of  Communism,  each  of  which  was,  through  historic 
necessity,  devoid  of  a scientific  program.  The  Communist  ideal  has 
always  been  an  aspiration  of  the  oppressed,  whether  slumbering  or 
waking  intermittently  into  thought  and  movement,  ever  since  primi- 
tive Communism  gave  way  to  class  society.  But  no  oppressed  class 
prior  to  the  proletariat  was  able  to  emancipate  itself  from  private 
property;  the  most  that  could  be  achieved  on  the  basis  of  pre- 
capitalist modes  of  production  was  liberation  from  a specific  form 
of  class  ownership.  Neither  chattel  slave  nor  serf  was  able  to  emanci- 
pate himself,  and  with  himself  all  society,  from  classdom . Com- 
munism becomes  scientific  when  it  becomes  both  possible  and  neces- 
sary, when  it  becomes  programmatic.  It  became  scientific  in  that 
historic  stage  which  brought  upon  the  social  scene  an  exploited 
class  that,  operating  through  a socialized  method  of  production,  is 
therefore,  historically,  potent  to  liberate  the  productive  forces  from 
the  constriction  of  private  appropriation,  to  liberate  all  society  with 
its  own  liberation. 

Hence,  Marx  declared: 

“No  social  order  ever  disappears  before  all  the  productive  forces, 
for  which  there  is  room  in  it,  have  been  developed;  and  new  higher 
relations  of  production  never  appear  before  the  material  conditions 
of  their  existence  have  matured  in  the  womb  of  the  old  society. 
Therefore,  mankind  always  takes  up  only  such  problems  as  it  can 
solve;  since,  looking  at  the  matter  more  closely,  we  will  always  find 
that  the  problem  itself  arises  only  when  the  material  conditions 
necessary  for  its  solution  already  exist  or  are  at  least  in  the  process 
of  formation.”* 


* Preface  to  A Contribution  to  the  Critique  of  Political  Economy . 
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Obviously,  unless  Communist  theory  can  serve  the  proletariat  as 
a guiding  principle  and  as  a weapon  for  the  realization  of  the  class- 
less society,  it  cannot  lay  claim  to  being  scientific.  The  question  of 
realization,  involving  as  it  must,  the  relationship  of  end  to  means, 
becomes,  therefore,  the  cardinal  issue  in  the  theory  and  prac- 
tice of  scientific  Communism.  Revolutionary  Marxism  has  had  to 
contend,  on  the  one  hand,  with  the  revisionist  theory  advanced  by 
Eduard  Bernstein  at  the  close  of  the  past  century,  that  the  road 
is  everything  and  the  goal  nothing* — a theory  that  robs  the 
working  class  of  its  Socialist  objective — and,  on  the  other, 
with  the  theory  of  the  type  advanced  by  the  DeLeonist  Socialist 
Labor  Party  in  this  country,  that  the  goal  is  everything  and  the  road 
nothing.**  Each  of  these  views,  whether  openly  revisionist  or  ultra- 
revolutionary”,  loses  both  road  and  objective  by  losing  either.  One 
would  cause  the  working  class  to  plod  along  through  interminable 
reformism  to  no  goal;  the  other,  to  stand  transfixed  by  the  “goal” 
but  make  no  inroads  towards  it.  Both  would  condemn  the  working 
class  to  perpetual  subjection  to  capitalism.  Marxism-Leninism  is  a 
realistic  program  of  revolutionary  class  action,  which  guides  the  pro- 
letariat on  the  basis  of  its  actual  economic  and  political  conditions 
along  the  road  of  unceasing  day-to-day  struggles  developed  from 

* “.  . . for  me,  that  which  is  commonly  called  the  ultimate  aim  of  so- 
cialism is  nothing;  the  movement,  everything.  . . .”  ( The  Assumptions  of 
Socialism  and  the  Tasks  of  Social-Democracy.  Stuttgart,  1899;  p.  169, 
German  Edition.) 

**  Impatient  with  the  opportunism  of  Social-Democracy,  DeLeon  swung 
pendulum-like  to  the  opportunist  negation  of  the  necessity  of  the  proletarian 
struggle  for  immediate  and  partial  demands,  referring  to  all  gains  short  of 
the  revolution  itself  as  “sops”  which  redound  only  to  the  benefit  of  the 
bourgeoisie.  We  cite  here  two  passages  which  are  characteristic  of  DeLeon’s 
utterances  on  the  subject: 

“The  essence  of  this  revolution — the  overthrow  of  Wage  Slavery — cannot 
be  too  forcefully  held  up.  Nor  can  the  point  be  too  forcefully  kept  in 
evidence  that,  short  of  the  abolition  of  Wage  Slavery,  all  ‘improvements’ 
either  accrue  to  Capitalism,  or  are  the  merest  moonshine  where  they  are  not 
sidetracks.”  (Two  Pages  From  Roman  History , p.  70.) 

“The  program  of  this  revolution  consists  not  in  any  one  detail.  It  demands 
the  unconditional  surrender  of  the  capitalist  system  and  its  system  of  wage 
slavery;  the  total  extinction  of  class  rule  is  its  object.  Nothing  short  of 
that — whether  as  a first,  a temporary,  or  any  other  sort  of  step  can  at  this 
late  date  receive  recognition  in  the  camp  of  the  modern  revolution.”  ( Reform 
and  Revolution , p.  20.) 

DeLeon  is  clearly  guilty  of  mechanically  contraposing  partial  gains  and 
the  ultimate  objective  as  mutually  exclusive — an  either-or  relationship  of 
formal  logic  that  has  nothing  in  common  with  the  dialectic  unity  of  goal 
and  means  as  conceived  by  Marxism-Leninism  and  formulated  in  its  program. 
DeLeonism  must  inevitably  resolve  itself  into  shrivelled  academicism  and, 
hence,  capitulation  to  the  bourgeoisie. 
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lower  to  higher  forms,  to  the  climactic  act  of  revolutionary  over- 
throw. In  the  same  manner  as  there  can  be  no  revolutionary  over- 
throw without  the  objective  of  Socialism,  so  can  there  be  no  revo- 
lutionary overthrow  save  as  the  culminating  act  of  continuous 
struggle,  programmatically  developed  around  partial,  immediate 
demands.  The  revolutionary  act,  dialectically  viewed,  is  the  sudden 
leap  from  the  cumulative  struggles  for  partial,  quantitative  changes 
within  the  confines  of  capitalism  to  the  struggle  for  the  qualitatively 
differentiated  change — the  destruction  of  capitalism  and  the  estab- 
lishment of  the  political  State  of  the  proletariat.  It  is  the  day-to-day 
class  struggle  brought  to  its  highest  expression.  As  the  Program  of 
the  Communist  International  declares: 

“The  Party  must  neither  stand  aloof  from  the  daily  needs  and 
struggles  of  the  working  class  nor  confine  its  activities  exclusively  to 
them.  The  task  of  the  Party  is  to  utilize  these  minor  every-day  needs 
as  a starting  foint  from  which  to  lead  the  working  class  to  the 
revolutionary  struggle  for  fower” 

The  thesis  that  Socialism  is  the  only  way  out  can  therefore  be 
valid  only  when  it  postulates  the  necessity  of  organizing  the  daily 
struggles  of  the  working  class  for  partial  demands,  for  concrete 
issues.  To  what  extent  does  Mr.  Corey’s  thesis  present  this  necessity? 

ON  COMPROMISES 

The  fact  is,  Mr.  Corey  consistently  underemphasizes  immediate 
demands  in  connection  with  the  revolutionary  program.  His  treat- 
ment of  this  vital  topic  is  characterized  by  a vagueness  tantamount 
to  unreality.  In  no  sense  can  his  approach  to  the  subject  be  con- 
sidered a contribution  to  the  question  of  developing  the  struggles 
of  the  American  working  class  for  partial  demands.  To  quote 
one  of  his  few  utterances  on  the  question: 

“The  complications  of  the  proletarian  revolution  demand  the 
creative  initiative  and  awareness  of  Marxism.  They  demand  a policy 
of  inflexibility  and  no  compromise  on  fundamental  issues  with  the 
class  enemy,  of  balancing  immediates  and  ultimates,  of  an  indis- 
soluble unity  of  theory  and  practice.  But  at  the  same  time  the  utmost 
flexibility  is  necessary  in  approaching  the  workers,  of  moving  with 
them  even  when  their  actions  are  characterized  by  half  measures 
and  weaknesses,  of  compromising  on  issues  which  do  not  involve 
fundamental  objectives,  of  maneuvering  in  the  midst  of  complex 
class  relations,  of  combining  the  immediate  needs  and  struggles  of 
the  workers  with  their  larger  class  interests  and  purposes.”  (p.  510.) 

The  first  point  to  be  noticed  is  the  abstractness  with  which  the 
author  reacts  to  the  living  actualities  of  revolutionary  program, 
strategy,  and  tactics.  This  elegant  “balancing  of  immediates  and 
ultimates”  leaves  the  masses  none  the  wiser.  It  would  seem  that  Mr, 
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Corey  has  forgotten  that  Lenin  forged  the  Bolshevik  Party  into  the 
invincible  weapon  of  the  World  Revolution  precisely  through  his 
concreteness  in  approaching  the  problems  of  immediate  demands  and 
revolution.  Therein  lay  his  strength  as  against  the  Mensheviks  and 
the  Centrists.  For  Lenin,  the  substitution  of  the  abstract  for  the 
concrete  was  a stumbling  block  in  the  way  of  proletarian  revolution. 

But  is  it  abstractness  alone  which  invalidates  Mr.  Corey’s  pres- 
entation of  the  question?  The  cause  goes  much  deeper,  as  is  to  be  seen 
from  certain  theoretical  formulations  contained  in  his  statement. 
For,  note:  What  does  it  mean  when  Mr.  Corey  mechanically  coun- 
terposes “inflexibility  on  fundamental  issues”  and  “flexibility  on 
issues  which  do  not  involve  fundamental  objectives”?  That  the  con- 
nection between  the  two  is  not  a mechanical  “combining”,  seems  to 
have  escaped  the  attention  of  Mr.  Corey.  For  he  would  otherwise 
know  that  for  the  Marxist-Leninist,  every  issue,  however  minor, 
involving  immediate  needs,  is  viewed  as  the  starting  point  leading  to 
the  fundamental  objective,  hence  as  involving  the  latter;  that  every 
partial  and  immediate  issue  of  the  class  struggle  can  and  must  be  de- 
veloped so  that  the  workers  realize  the  revolutionary  implications  of 
that  issue.  For  the  revolutionary  leaders  of  the  proletariat  there  is  no 
compromise  fer  se  or  flexibility  fer  se . Compromises  in  specific  in- 
stances are  entered  into  due  to  the  necessities  of  the  objective  situation 
which  are  independent  of  the  will  of  parties  or  leaders.  The  revolu- 
tionary flexibility  of  leaders  in  regard  to  compromises  reveals  itself  in 
wresting  from  the  class  enemy  the  highest  fossible  concessions.  Here 
the  compromise  is  a revolutionary  compromise.  As  such  it  consti- 
tutes part  of  the  revolutionary  education  of  the  working  class  and 
therefore  serves  “the  maturing  of  the  idea  of  storming  the  citadel 
of  capitalism”  (Stalin). 

We  will  take  as  an  instance  the  position  of  the  Communist 
Party  on  the  Saar  question.  When  the  Party  urged  the  Saar  toilers 
to  vote  for  the  status  quo  in  the  plebiscite  of  January  13,  it  stated 
clearly  that  it  did  this  in  the  interests  of  the  revolutionary  slogan 
it  has  consistently  advanced — the  slogan  of  a Red  Saar  District 
within  a German  Soviet  State. 

Yet,  one  might  say,  was  not  the  advocacy  of  the  status  quo  an 
abandonment  of  the  objective,  a Red  Saar?  Decidedly  not.  The 
Communist  proposal  to  vote  for  the  status  quo  was  in  no  way  to  be 
construed  as  the  recognition  of  the  League  of  Nations  regime. 
Tt  had  nothing  in  common  with  bourgeois  separatism  or  with  the 
pro-French  imperialist  policy  of  Social-Democracy.  The  Communist 
Party  advocated  the  status  quo  at  the  given  moment  to  prevent  the 
nazification  of  the  Saar  and  the  strengthening  of  Hitler’s  base.  The 
Communist  Party  declared  that  the  defeat  of  Hitler  in  the  Saar 
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would  hasten  the  revolutionary  unification  of  a liberated  Saar  with  a 
free  Germany.  Far  from  being  an  abandonment  of  the  objective, 
a Red  Saar,  the  Communist  proposal  for  the  status  quo  represented, 
in  the  specific  alignment  of  class  forces  which  did  not  yet  permit 
of  engaging  in  the  battle  for  the  dictatorship  of  the  proletariat,  a 
powerful  struggle  for  a partial  demand  directly  linked  in  a revolu- 
tionary way  with  the  objective,  a Red  Saar  District  within  a German 
Soviet  State.  It  was  for  this  reason  that  the  Communist  Party  char- 
acterized its  stand  in  the  plebiscite  as  a revolutionary  compromise. 

Because  of  his  mechanical  correlation  of  “immediates  and  ulti- 
mates”,  Mr.  Corey  fails  to  see  the  contrast  and  conflict  between 
compromise  which  is  revolutionary  and  that  which  is  opportunist. 
He  sees  compromise  only  as  an  undifferentiated  abstraction. 

In  exemplifying  the  uses  to  which  flexibility  can  be  put,  Mr. 
Corey  informs  us  that  “the  utmost  flexibility  is  necessary  in  approach- 
ing the  workers,  of  moving  with  them  even  when  their  actions  are 
characterized  by  half  measures  and  weaknesses”. 

What  are  these  “half  measures  and  weaknesses” — and  to  what 
are  they  due?  From  Mr.  Corey’s  words,  one  can  conclude  only  that 
there  is  something  in  the  proletarian  make-up  that  renders  it  prone, 
even  if  only  at  times,  to  weaknesses  and  half-measures.  We  shall 
have  occasion  to  deal  with  this  question  at  some  length  in  a later 
section  of  our  discussion.  We  raise  it  at  this  point  merely  in  con- 
nection with  the  present  issue. 

The  course  of  historical  development  imposes  upon  the  working 
class  frequent  deterrents  that  turn  the  progress  to  its  goal  into  zig- 
zag processes,  sometimes  even  into  temporary  recessions.  By  its  very 
nature,  the  class  struggle  confronts  the  proletariat  with  enemy  class 
forces  which  cannot  be  defeated  at  one  stroke.  In  addition  to 
coping  with  the  exploiters  and  their  repressive  State  power,  the 
working  class,  in  its  will  to  struggle,  is  hampered  by  the  alien  class 
influences  in  its  own  midst;  by  the  labor  aristocracy,  now  fast  nar- 
rowing down,  which  offers  itself  as  a base  for  enemy  class  operations; 
by  the  corrupted  leaders  who  stand  at  the  head  of  the  reformist 
trade  unions  and  the  Social-Democratic  parties;  by  the  recurrent 
vacillations  of  its  class  allies  who,  failing  at  the  beginning  to  realize 
the  historic  necessity  for  proletarian  hegemony,  struggle  to  steer  the 
alliance  by  their  petty-bourgeois  world  outlook. 

Certainly,  the  charge  of  weakness  cannot  be  levelled  against 
workers  when,  pitted  against  great  odds,  they  find  themselves  com- 
pelled in  a strike  to  yield  on  certain  of  their  demands  or  even  to 
return  without  any  gains.  Nor  is  it  the  workers  who  are  prone  to 
half -measures  when  a Green  or  a Gorman  calls  off  a strike  at  the 
very  zenith  of  its  power  and  submits  the  demands  to  “arbitration”, 
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Nor,  indeed,  are  the  workers  guilty  of  weaknesses  when,  in  the 
struggle  to  win  over  or  neutralize  intermediary  and  transitional  class 
forces,  they  afe  obliged  to  maneuver,  temporize,  and  make  con- 
cessions precisely  on  account  of  the  irresoluteness  characterizing  their 
prospective  n o n-proletarian  allies . 

An  approach  such  as  Mr.  Corey  has  evidenced  toward  this  ques- 
tion can  hardly  be  expected  to  lead  to  a robust  policy  of  working 
class  action  for  the  realization  of  immediate  gains. 

“real”  unemployment  insurance 

Let  us  take  but  one  important  instance.  The  outstanding  im- 
mediate demand  which  is  agitating  the  American  working  class  today 
is  the  question  of  unemployment  and  social  insurance.  It  is  an  issue, 
not  only  of  economic,  but  of  high  political  importance,  which  hits  at 
the  very  heart  of  the  N.R.A.  in  that  it  demands  the  transference  of 
the  funds  apportioned  for  subsidizing  magnates  and  building  war- 
craft  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  exploited  masses.  It  is  the  issue  which 
is  pre-eminently  the  basis  for  the  unified  action  of  the  millions  of 
unemployed  and  employed  workers.  It  strikes  at  the  capitalist  way 
out  of  the  crisis.  Mr.  Corey,  in  concluding  his  extensive  survey  of 
unemployment  in  the  United  States,  after  discussing  critically  the 
attitude  of  the  government  and  the  A.  F.  of  L.  Executive  Council 
to  the  question  of  unemployment  insurance,  contents  himself  with 
a footnote,  a last-minute  reminder,  so  to  speak,  which  presents  his 
program  of  action  for  the  American  working  class  on  this  issue: 

“Because  of  this,  the  working  class  must  demand  and  struggle 
for  real  unemployment  insurance  covering  all  forms  of  unemploy- 
ment and  all  workers.  The  ‘white  collar’  workers,  whom  mechaniza- 
tion and  economic  decline  thrust  increasingly  into  the  surplus  popula- 
tion, must  also  demand  real  unemployment  insurance,  and  become 
allies  of  the  wage  workers.”  (p.  259.) 

The  emphasis  given  to  the  word  “real”  will  hardly  suffice  to 
convince  any  worker  that  there  is  anything  real  about  Mr.  Corey’s 
program  for  unemployment  insurance.  For,  if  Mr.  Corey  were 
concerned  with  a program  of  action  that  prepares  the  American 
workers  for  seizing  power  through  involving  them  in  militant  mass 
actions  for  the  achievement  of  immediate  demands,  he  could  not 
have  failed  to  point  boldly  to  that  project  for  unemployment 
and  social  insurance  which  alone  is  designed  to  benefit  the 
working  class  and  to  put  the  burden  of  payment  upon  the  employers 
and  the  government,  the  project  sponsored  by  the  Unemployment 
Councils  and  the  Communist  Party,  and  known  popularly  as  the 
Workers’  Bill  (H.R.  2827). 
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The  increasing  popularity  of  this  bill  among  the  masses  through- 
out the  country ; its  endorsement  by  thousands  of  A.  F.  of  L.  locals, 
as  well  as  by  a number  of  State  federations,  in  defiance  of  the 
reformist  officialdom;  its  expression  in  slogan  and  legend  in  nation- 
wide mass  demonstrations — cannot  have  passed  unnoticed  by  the 
author  of  so  detailed  a survey  of  current  conditions  as  The  Decline 
of  American  Capitalism.  To  what  are  we  to  charge  the  vagueness 
in  this  connection,  vagueness  which  is  manifestly  more  than  mere 
omission,  which  is  obviously  evasion? 

ALL  QUIET  ON  THE  UNITED  FRONT 

The  profound  silence  on  questions  of  the  greatest  import  to  the 
American  working  class  today  is  even  more  marked  when  we  find 
in  the  book  no  reference  whatever  to  the  United  Front.  This 
question  is  the  burning  issue  for  the  working  class  throughout  the 
world.  The  advent  of  fascism  in  Germany  accompanied  by  the 
ignominious  capitulation  of  the  principal  party  of  the  Second  Inter- 
national, the  February  rising  in  Austria  and  the  collapse  of  Austrian 
Social-Democracy,  fascist  formations  and  the  introduction  of  the 
emergency  decree  system  in  France,  the  drive  of  the  Spanish  bour- 
geoisie to  fascize  its  rule  in  order  to  crush  the  rising  revolutionary 
movement  of  the  working  class,  the  Mosley  offensive  and  the 
introduction  of  the  Sedition  Bill  in  England,  N.R.A.  fascization  in 
the  United  States,  and  the  direct  preparations  for  a new  imperialist 
world  war,  have  brought  the  imperative  necessity  for  the 
United  Front  grimly  before  the  working  class.  The  unifica- 
tion of  the  proletariat  is  a prerequisite  for  the  revolution.  To  win 
the  majority  of  the  working  class  to  the  banner  of  the  revolution, 
means,  however,  to  struggle  to  win  them.  Never,  since  the  Com- 
intern was  founded  as  the  world  proletarian  vanguard  Party  to 
achieve  the  unity  of  the  labor  movement  on  the  basis  of  the  class 
struggle  after  that  basis  had  been  surrendered  by  the  Second  Inter- 
national, have  the  prospects  been  more  favorable  for  effecting  that 
unity.  The  setback  sustained  by  the  working  class  of  Germany  and 
Austria  has  served  as  a warning  to  the  workers  in  all  capitalist 
countries  that  the  struggle  against  fascism  must  be  waged  against 
every  manifestation  of  the  fascizing  process.  As  against  the  con- 
stitutionalist illusions  fostered  by  Social-Democracy,  the  masses 
are  everywhere  pressing  forward  for  militant  class  struggle. 
Strikes,  struggles  for  unemployment  insurance,  defense  of  demo- 
cratic rights,  solidarity  actions  in  behalf  of  class-war  victims,  actions 
against  fascism  and  imperialist  war — this  is  the  answer  of  the  work- 
ers to  the  onslaughts  of  the  exploiters  and  their  governments.  With- 
out, however,  developing,  without  struggling  to  develop,  common 
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action  around  these  concrete  issues,  we  cannot  speak  of  solidifying 
the  working  class  for  achieving  immediate  gains,  for  defeating  the 
fascist  advance,  and  for  the  revolutionary  overthrow  of  capitalism. 

The  successful  formations  of  the  United  Front  in  France,  Italy, 
Austria,  the  Saar,  and  Spain,  achieved  through  the  fighting  initiative 
of  the  Communist  Parties,  have  given  further  stimulus  to  the 
workers  in  all  countries  to  enter  into  common  action.  But  that  there 
is  opposition  to  fostering  or  even  permitting  the  United  Front  is 
evidenced  by  the  blocking  policy  of  the  Second  International.  The 
chairman  of  the  Second  International,  Emil  Vandervelde,  made 
no  secret  of  this  in  his  recent  article,  “The  International  and  the 
Communists”,*  wherein  he  declared: 

“It  must  at  any  rate  not  be  kept  a secret  that  before  the  executive 
of  the  Socialist  and  Labor  International  things  will  doubtless  not 
go  so  smoothly  as  in  the  National  Council  of  the  Socialist  Party 
of  France.” 

Vandervelde’s  foreknowledge  was  confirmed  by  the  action  of 
the  Second  International  Executive  at  its  Paris  meeting  on  Novem- 
ber 17.  For,  while  the  Executive,  confronted  with  existing  United 
Front  formations  in  a number  of  countries,  decided  to  lift  the  ban 
of  March  18,  1933,  its  rejection  of  the  Comintern  offer  “to  or- 
ganize immediate  joint  action  in  support  of  the  fighting  Spanish 
proletariat”  represents  the  continued  refusal  of  the  Second  Inter- 
national to  build  the  international  United  Front  against  fascism. 

The  attitude  of  the  Second  International  leadership  is  reflected 
in  this  country  in  that  the  top  leadership  of  the  Socialist  Party  has 
systematically  ignored,  rejected,  or  side-tracked  every  proposal 
for  joint  action  submitted  by  the  Communist  Party,  despite 
the  wide  response  in  the  Socialist  Party  ranks  and  despite  the  fact 
that  the  present  National  Executive  Committee  was  manifestly 
elected  with  a mandate  from  the  membership  to  reverse  the  anti- 
United  Front  policy  of  the  Old  Guard.  That  the  absence  of  a 
United  Front  facilitates  the  oncoming  of  fascism  in  this  country  and 
leaves  the  hard-won  rights  of  the  workers  at  the  mercy  of  the 
N.R.A.  administration  and  the  various  fascist  offensives,  cannot 
be  denied  in  view  of  what  we  see  developing  here  and  in  view  of 
the  experiences  of  the  working  class  in  Germany  and  Austria 
which  was  kept  disunited  by  the  Social-Democratic  leaders.  The 
question  of  achieving  Socialism,  of  defeating  the  fascist  advance 
by  the  revolutionary  struggle  of  the  proletariat,  is  inextricably  bound 
up  with  the  question  of  the  United  Front. 

We  search  in  vain  through  the  six  hundred  pages  of  Mr.  Corey’s 

* Le  Peuple}  July  22,  1934. 
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work  for  a single  utterance  on  this  crucial  question.  What  is  the 
author’s  position  on  the  United  Front?  What  construction  are  we 
to  put  on  his  silence? 

THE  NATURE  AND  ROLE  OF  THE  PROLETARIAN 

PARTY 

“the  party  of  a new  type” 

The  key  to  these  questions  is  furnished  by  the  attitude  of  Mr. 
Corey  to  the  Party  of  the  working  class. 

Mr.  Corey  professes  to  base  himself  on  the  positions  of  Marxism- 
Leninism.  He  appeals  frequently  to  the  authority  of  Marx’  and 
Lenin’s  writings  on  a number  of  subjects.  He  speaks  favorably  of 
Communism  and,  it  would  appear,  aims  to  identify  himself  with 
the  Party  of  Communism.  He  demonstrates  the  indispensability  of 
the  proletarian  Party  as  the  leader  of  the  working  class  for  the 
seizure  of  power.  He  speaks  of  “the  necessity  of  an  inflexibly  revo- 
lutionary and  disciplined  party  of  the  most  conscious  and  militant 
workers,  a communist  party  which,  precisely  because  it  is  inflexibly 
agreed  on  fundamental  purposes  and  means,  can  flexibly  approach 
the  complex  conditions  under  which  the  proletariat  operates,  be  both 
participant  in  and  vanguard  of  the  struggle  of  the  masses,  until  they 
rally  to  the  party’s  final  revolutionary  program  and  struggle  for 
power”,  (p.  510.) 

Isolated,  this  statement  might,  of  course,  give  the  Leninist  stamp 
to  the  author’s  concept  of  the  necessity  of  the  Party.  Final  judg- 
ment, however,  requires  that  we  read  this  statement  in  connection 
with  the  more  fully  developed  position  on  the  Party  as  set  forth  in 
the  book. 

The  Party  of  Bolshevism  was  characterized  by  its  founder  as 
“the  Party  of  a new  type  which  must  by  no  means  be  a la  Second 
International”.  Not  ta  quantitative,  but  a qualitative  difference 
separates  the  Leninist  Party  from  Social-Democracy.  The  stage  of 
declining  capitalism,  which  is  the  era  of  proletarian  revolution,  makes 
necessary  the  existence  of  a vanguard  proletarian  Party  that  shall  be 
prepared  to  lead  the  working  class — allied  with  the  toiling  farmers 
and  in  hegemony  over  them — to  the  seizure  of  power;  that  shall 
sound  the  slogan  demanded  by  the  new  historic  era — Dictatorship 
of  the  Proletariat;  that  shall  rouse  and  lead  the  masses,  under  the 
banner  of  proletarian  internationalism,  to  struggle  against  imperialist 
militarism  and  that  shall  call  upon  the  toilers  in  uniform  and  at 
home  to  transform  imperialist  war  into  revolution.  The  Second 
International  was  no  such  Party.  It  had  served,  in  its  progressive 
stage,  to  lay  the  basis  for  the  expansion  of  the  working  class  move- 
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ment;  but  its  growth  was  attended  by  the  steady  submission  of  its 
official  leadership  to  the  pressure  of  imperialist  ideology  until,  by 
1914,  unchecked  opportunism  had  transformed  it  into  a party 
of  social-chauvinism,  while  the  proletarian  revolutionary  elements 
within  its  ranks,  enriched  ideologically  in  the  revolutionary  struggle 
against  the  imperialist  war,  found  their  expression  in  Leninism, 
in  the  Party  of  Bolshevism,  in  the  formation  of  the  Third  Interna- 
tional. The  Second  International  was  not,  in  the  true  sense,  a Party 
of  the  proletariat,  but,  in  the  words  of  Stalin,  “a  bloc  of  hetero- 
geneous class  interests”.  Neither  was  it  a vanguard  Party;  for  it 
blurred  the  line  of  demarcation  between  Party  and  class  and  left  the 
Party  doors  open  for  the  free  influx  of  petty-bourgeois  elements. 
Having  steadily  capitulated  to  the  opportunism  which  found  its  social 
base  in  the  labor  aristocracy,  the  Second  International,  thanks  to 
Kautskyan  Centrism,  finally  succumbed  to  the  revisionists,  surrender- 
ing every  position  of  revolutionary  Marxism.  For  the  historical-mate- 
rialism of  Marx  and  Engels,  Social-Democracy  now  substituted  me- 
chanico-materialism,  leading  to  the  theory  of  the  automatic  collapse 
of  capitalism;  neo-Kantianism,  denying  the  objective  basis,  hence  the 
scientific  nature,  of  the  Marxian  principles;  and  various  brands  of 
philosophical  idealism,  all  negating  the  essentially  revolutionary  char- 
acter of  the  proletariat  as  a productive  force.  For  the  law  of 
absolute  increasing  misery,  Social-Democracy  substituted  the  concept 
of  relative  increase — the  Kautskyan  support  of  Bernstein’s  “democ- 
ratization of  capital”  with  its  corollary,  the  “community  of  interests” 
between  the  classes.  For  the  Marxian  principle  of  revolutionary 
overthrow,  Social-Democracy  now  substituted  reformist  parliamen- 
tarism, ministerialism,  and  the  policy  of  “perfecting”  capitalism  to- 
ward the  peaceful  “growth  into  socialism”.  For  the  Marxian  princi- 
ple of  shattering  the  bourgeois  State  and  establishing  the  dictatorship 
of  the  proletariat,  the  Second  International  substituted  the  concept 
of  the  all-class  or  supra-class  State,  the  acceptance  of  bourgeois  democ- 
racy as  democracy,  and  hence,  the  necessity,  not  to  overthrow,  but  to 
safeguard  and  “improve”  the  present  social  order.  For  the  inter- 
national interests  of  the  proletariat  as  against  the  national  interests 
of  the  bourgeoisie,  Social-Democracy  substituted  the  petty-bourgeois 
outlook  of  “a  stake  in  the  land”,  in  accordance  with  Bernstein’s 
declaration  that  it  was  no  longer  true  that  the  workers  have  no 
fatherland — thus  paving  the  way  for  the  Great  Betrayal  of  1914. 

The  Party  of  the  proletariat  no  longer  existed  in  Social-Democ- 
racy. The  higher  tasks  imposed  upon  the  working  class  in  the 
imperialist  era,  demanded  the  “Party  of  a new  type”.  Lenin, 
the  most  consistent  Marxist  since  the  death  of  Engels,  founded  that 
Party.  He  founded  the  Party  of  Bolshevism,  not  as  an  organization 
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in  any  way  specifically  Russian,  but  as  the  Russian  nucleus  of  the 
world  proletarian  Party  called  forth  in  the  era  of  world  imperialism. 
Lenin  declared  of  Bolshevism  that  it  “has  become  world- Bolshe- 
vism, it  has  produced  an  idea,  a theory,  a program  and  tactics, 
which  practically  and  concretely  differ  from  those  of  social-chau- 
vinism and  social-pacifism.  Bolshevism  has  vanquished  the  old, 
decayed  International  of  the  Scheidemanns  and  Kautskys,  the  Re- 
naudels  and  Longuets,  the  Hendersons  and  MacDonalds.  . . .”  * 

Is  this  the  Party  that  Mr.  Corey  advocates? 

THE  PROLETARIAN  PARTY  IS  MONOLITHIC  AND  UNIQUE 

In  treating  of  the  suppression  of  working  class  democratic  rights 
and  organizations  in  his  chapter,  “The  Crisis  of  the  American 
Dream”,  he  declares  as  follows: 

“State  capitalism  increasingly  restricts  the  democratic  rights  of 
the  workers:  it  ‘regulates’  unions  and  ‘arbitrates’  strikes,  moving 
toward  their  abolition,  and  invigorates  the  persecution  of  revolu- 
tionary farties  where  it  does  not  drive  them  underground.”  (p.  522 — 
italics  ours.) 

Again,  in  discussing  the  struggle  for  power  in  the  same  chapter, 
he  states: 

“Moderate  reformist  socialism  wants  the  peaceful,  gradual  de- 
velopment of  the  ideals  toward  a new  order  [!  !],  and  is,  along  with 
them,  annihilated  by  fascism.  . . . The  communist  proletariat  wants 
to  transform  and  realize  them  in  the  newer  and  finer  fulfillments 
of  socialism,  precisely  as  it  wants  to  transform  and  more  fully  realize 
the  material  promise  of  capitalist  production.”  (p.  5 3 8.) 

What  is  the  meaning  of  the  Party  as  the  political  leader  of  the 
working  class,  and  why  is  the  Marxist-Leninist  Party  that  leader? 
Standing  in  relation  to  the  one  fundamentally  revolutionary  class 
as  vanguard  and  the  highest  form  of  its  organization,  synthesizing 
the  universal  proletarian  experiences  into  a program  of  revolutionary 
action  directed  toward  achieving  the  dictatorship  of  the  proletariat 
and  consolidating  the  forces  of  the  revolution  for  the  construction 
of  Socialism,  the  Party  of  Marxism-Leninism,  by  its  nature  and 
function,  has  and  can  alone  have  the  program  for  the  revolutionary 
way  out,  and  as  such,  its  establishment  as  a strong  Communist  mass 
Party  supported  by  the  decisive  sections  of  the  proletariat  is  the 
sole  guarantee  for  final  victory.  The  principle  which  makes  this 
Party  monolithic — the  expression  of  the  hegemonic  class — makes  it 


* The  Proletarian  Revolution  and  Renegade  Kautsky , International  Pub- 
lishers, p.  72. 
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also  unique — the  single,  exclusive  Party  of  the  working  class.  To 
share  its  guiding  role  with  another  party  would  be  to  denote  that 
Marxism-Leninism  is  inadequate  to  serve  as  the  basis  for  the  com- 
plete program  of  revolutionary  action;  would  be  to  return  to  the 
pre-Bolshevist  stage  of  working  class  theory  and  organization;  would 
be  to  fork  the  road  of  the  working  class. 

Stalin,  in  summing  up  Lenin’s  further  development  of  Marx’ 
teachings  on  the  Party,  lays  great  stress  on  this  principle.  “The 
dictatorship  of  the  proletariat”,  he  declares,  “can  be  complete  only 
in  the  event  that  it  is  led  by  one  party,  the  Party  of  the  Communists, 
which  does  not  and  should  not  share  its  leadership  with  other 
parties.”  * 

END  AND  MEANS  IN  BOLSHEVISM  AND  IN  SOCIAL-DEMOCRACY 

To  see  between  the  Communist  Party  and  Social-Democracy, 
unity  in  purpose  and  difference  only  in  method;  to  see  the  one  as 
wanting  to  realize  “more  fully”  and  the  other  through  “gradual 
development”,  but  both  as  wanting  what  is  essentially  the  same  thing 
— “socialism”,  “a  new  order”,  is  to  deny  the  quintessence  of  Lenin- 
ism, is  to  attempt  to  disestablish  the  Leninist  Party.  The  founding 
of  the  Communist  Party  as  revolutionary  vanguard  was  determined 
by  the  very  historic  conditions  in  which  Social-Democracy  has  even- 
tually become  transformed  into  a force  against  revolution.  Mr. 
Corey,  one  is  impressed,  has  not  given  evidence  of  a clear  under- 
standing of  the  dialectics  of  end  and  means.  Socialism,  which  is 
neither  a fixed,  predestined  idea  independent  of  specific  social  con- 
tradictions, nor  a pragmatic  working  hypothesis,,  nor  a speculative 
projection,  is  a scientifically  determinable  outcome,  envisaged  as  a 
historic  necessity  arising  from  the  basic  contradiction  between  the 
forces  and  relations  of  production  under  capitalism.  The  Com- 
munist program  is  shaped  by  the  consciousness  of  this  historic  neces- 
sity, the  end  giving  purposiveness  and  resoluteness  to  the  means  which 
in  turn,  of  course,  function  to  accelerate  the  realization  of  the  end. 
End  and  means  are  thus  interrelated  through  dialectic  necessity. 
Hence,  Lenin  declares: 

“The  movement  itself  is  to  be  considered,  not  only  from  the 

viewpoint  of  the  past,  but  also  from  the  viewpoint  of  the  future. ”** 

Opportunism,  which  would  seek  to  sacrifice  the  principle  in  the 
objective  for  a temporary  advantage,  is  not  a relation  to  means  which 


* Problems  of  Leninism , Russian  text,  Ninth  Edition,  p.  267. 

**  Collected  Works,  Vol.  XVIII,  p.  40 — Russian  Edition. 
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the  Marxist-Leninist  program  can  accept.  It  is,  on  the  contrary, 
expelled  as  abhorrent  to  Communist  strategy.  Parliamentarism  as 
a means  in  the  strategy  of  Social-Democracy  is  not  the  parliamentar- 
ism of  the  Communist  Party.  One,  proceeding  from  the  theory  of 
ultra-imperialism,  converts  the  votes  of  its  followers  into  endorse- 
ments of  the  present  order;  the  other,  having  before  it  the  purpose 
of  shattering  the  bourgeois  State,  turns  its  parliamentary  tactics  into 
revolutionary  practice,  making  use  of  the  parliamentary  campaigns 
to  wrest  concessions  from  the  exploiters,  carrying  the  assault  of 
the  working  class  into  the  parliamentary  citadels  of  capitalism,  and 
utilizing  farliament  itself  for  the  undermining  of  bourgeois  rule . 
The  method  of  Bolshevism  is  qualitatively  different  from  the 
method  of  Social-Democracy  because  the  goals  of  the  two  parties 
are  different. 

It  is  significant  that  leaders  of  the  Social-Democratic  parties  re- 
peatedly advance  as  an  argument  against  the  United  Front  the  con- 
tention that  the  programmatic  differences  are  insuperable.  Though 
they  would  like  to  pass  for  “socialists  at  heart”,  yet  (in  a spirit  of 
noble  self-sacrifice)  they  declare  themselves  ready  to  forego  the  So- 
cialist goal,  if  thereby  the  programmatic  principles  can  be  made  to 
appear  insuperable  difficulties  to  the  United  Front.  Or,  the  contrary 
argument  advanced  in  such  instances  may  be:  “Communist  tactics”. 
As  for  goal,  we  can  get  together,  but  it’s  the  tactics  that  stand  in 
the  way!  This  demagogy  coincides,  of  course,  with  the  anti-dialectic 
separation  of  means  from  end,  with  the  theory  of  “peaceful  growth” 
into  the  Socialist  goal.  The  Communists,  on  the  contrary,  who 
declare  boldly  that  what  distinguishes  fundamentally  the  Communist 
from  the  Social-Democratic  program  is  goal  and  therefore  means, 
nonetheless,  or  rather,  for  that  reason,  find  in  the  programmatic 
differences  a basis  for  the  United  Front  on  concrete,  immediate 
issues. 

True,  in  saying  Social-Democracy  “wants  the  peaceful,  gradual 
development  of  the  ideals  toward  a new  order”,  Mr.  Corey  does  not 
subscribe  to  the  realisibility  of  the  new  order  by  such  means.  We 
see  here,  however,  ascribed  to  Social-Democracy  an  outlook 
and  a striving  toward  a new  order,  presumably  Socialism.  In  this 
sense,  then,  Social-Democracy  merits  being  considered  a true 
Socialist  Party,  a Marxist  Party,  unless  Mr.  Corey  admits 
non-Marxist  Socialism.  Accordingly,  the  historic  split  between 
Bolshevism  and  Menshevism  has  not  taken  place,  or,  if  it  has,  should 
not  have  taken  place.  The  perfidy  of  Social-Democracy  in  1914  and 
the  subsequent  twenty  years  that  have  left  a trail  of  treachery  in 
the  wake  of  its  movements,  still  leave  it  essentially  a force  for 
Socialism.  . . . Such  loyalty — were  it  not  to  disloyalty! 
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THE  INDEBTEDNESS  OF  THE  BOURGEOISIE  TO  SOCIAL-DEMOCRACY 

Is  this,  however,  a true  characterization  of  Social-Democracy? 
Has  not  history  demonstrated  the  truth  of  Lenin’s  declaration  that 
without  Social-Democracy  as  its  main  social  support,  declining 
capitalism  could  not  maintain  itself?  Could  capitalism  prepare  to 
wage  its  imperialist  wars  but  for  its  justified  confidence  that  the 
leaderships  of  the  Second  International  parties  and  of  the  reformist 
trade  unions  will  deliver  the  working  class  to  the  war  lords  by  drum- 
ming up  the  demagoguery  of  patriotism;  by  voting  war  credits;  by 
officially  “calling  off”  the  class  struggle;  by  proclaiming,  as  did 
Kautsky,  that  the  International  is  “an  instrument  of  peace  time”;  by 
declaring,  as  did  the  war-time  creature  of  the  A.  F.  of  L.  bureau- 
crats— the  American  Alliance  for  Labor  and  Democracy:  “We  rec- 
ognize in  this  great  struggle  at  arms  a war  that  is  essentially  labors 
•war” ; by  hinting,  as  did  the  “Leftized”  Norman  Thomas*  immedi- 
ately after  the  famous  “anti-war”  resolution  had  been  pressed  upon 
the  Detroit  Convention  of  the  S.P.  by  the  rank  and  file:  “If  by  some 
miracle  there  is  a wholly  different  type  of  war,  there  will  be  plenty 
of  time  in  the  light  of  socialist  principles  to  change  our  position.” — ? 
Could  the  capitalists  and  their  governments  throttle  the  giant  strikes 
of  the  working  class,  if  they  had  not  the  Citrines  and  the  Leiparts, 
the  Jouhaux  and  the  Greens,  with  their  “socialist”  accomplices  a la 
Dubinsky  and  Emil  Rieve,  and  their  shields  a la  Norman  Thomas?** 
Would  a Roosevelt  administration  be  able  to  put  over  its  fascist- 
featured  N.R.A.  but  for  the  ballyhoo  of  the  A.  F.  of  L.  leaders, 
who  elicited  from  the  N.R.A.  administrator,  General  Hugh  John- 
son, the  glowing  tribute  in  his  address  of  March  7,  1934,  to 
the  capitalist  owners  of  this  land:  “I  want  to  tell  you  this  for  your 
comfort.  I know  your  problems.  I would  rather  deal  with  Bill 
Green,  John  Lewis,  Ed  McGrady,  Mike  McDonough,  George 
Berry  and  a host  of  others  I could  name,  than  with  any  Frankenstein 
that  you  may  build  up  under  the  guise  of  a company  union.  In  fact 

* New  Leader , June  16,  1934. 

**  We  need  but  remember  how,  on  the  very  morrow  of  the  betrayal  of 
the  San  Francisco  and  Textile  General  Strikes,  the  New  Leader  (October  13, 
1934)  whitewashed  the  A.  F.  of  L.  bureaucracy  in  headlining  the  news  of  its 
Convention:  “A.  F.  of  L.  Fights  Fascism”( ! ) . This,  of  course,  is  quite  in 
keeping  with  the  fact  that  Emil  Rieve,  S.P.  leader  and  member  of  the  United 
Textile  Workers’  Executive  Board,  was  co-signatory  with  Gorman  to  the  order 
which  called  off  and  betrayed  the  strike. 

The  shielding  role  of  Norman  Thomas  is  shown  in  this  connection  by  his 
typical  condonement  of  blackguardism  in  strike  leadership,  which  appeared 
in  the  New  Leader  for  September  29 : “Gorman  and  the  Strike  Committee  did 
a good  job  with  the  resources  at  their  disposal,  but  those  resources  were  woe- 
fully inadequate.” 
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— take  it  from  me  and  a wealth  of  experience — their  interests  are 
your  interests.” — ? Would  a Roosevelt  expect  to  carry  through  his 
program  as  a measure  for  “the  forgotten  man”,  if  in  that  expecta- 
tion he  did  not  include  the  support  of  the  Socialist  Party  spokesmen 
who  in  their  “socialist”  way  would  declare  of  the  “New  Deal”: 
“The  great  hope  of  the  New  Deal  is  that  it  may  make  it  a little 
easier  for  the  masses  of  true  workers  in  farm,  mine,  factory,  school, 
laboratory,  office  and  wherever  the  honest  work  of  the  world  is 
done  to  advance  toward  a truly  Socialist  society.”* — and  who,  in 
consequence  would  advise  the  workers:  “I  think  strikes  are  in- 

advisable at  present.”** — ? Could,  indeed,  capitalism  have  succeeded 
in  holding  back  so  long  the  revolutionary  assault  upon  its  system? 
could  it  have  retarded  the  rallying  of  the  majority  of  the  working 
class  to  the  banner  of  revolution? — but  for  the  unfailing  service  it 
received  through  all  these  years  at  the  hands  of  the  Social-Democratic 
leaders? 

NORMAN  THOMAS  “DID  HIS  BIT” 

From  his  evident  assumption  that  the  Communist  Party  and 
Social-Democracy  represent  a concordant  parallel  movement,  one 
thoroughgoing,  the  other  moderate,  in  the  direction  of  Socialism,  Mr. 
Corey  is  led  to  conclude  that  what  he  calls  “reformist  socialism”  is, 
as  such,  a force  against  fascism.  He  is  led  to  confuse  such  genuine 
rank-and-file  actions  as  whole  Social-Democratic  branches  including 
groups  of  functionaries  fighting  shoulder  to  shoulder  with  Com- 
munists against  fascist  attacks,  with  the  attitude  of  Social-Democracy 
as  such.  Thus,  in  dealing  with  the  ballyhoo  at  the  initiation  of  the 
N.R.A.,  while  he  enumerates  various  representative  demagogues — 
senators  and  magnates,  editors  and  bankers,  General  Johnson  and 
Frances  Perkins  and  William  Green,  with  their  respective  charac- 
terizations of  the  Act,  he  leaves  conspicuously  unincluded  Norman 
Thomas,  who  “did  his  bit”  for  the  New  Deal.  The  omission  is  not 
that  of  just  another  ballyhooer,  but  the  foremost  leader  of  the 
Socialist  Party.  Certainly,  if  Mr.  Corey  is  desirous  of  having  his 
readers  recognize  the  forces  making  for  or  against  the  acceptance 
of  the  N.R.A.,  he  cannot  honestly  have  withheld  from  them 
Thomas’  avowed  approval  of  the  Roosevelt  program.  If  he  believes 

* Norman  Thomas,  New  York  Herald  Tribune , September  10,  1933. 

**  Norman  Thomas,  New  York  Herald  Tribune , August  8,  193  3. 

In  declaring  that  the  N.R.A.  “is  not  a step  toward  socialism”,  the  Resolu- 
tion adopted  by  the  Detroit  Convention  of  the  S.P.  apparently  committed 
Thomas  to  a reversal  of  his  previous  position.  But  this  reversal  is  reduced 
to  nothing  when  it  expresses  itself  in  whitewashing  the  N.R.A.-accommodat- 
ing  strike-breaker  Gorman.  Such  action  constitutes  surrender  to  the  Old  Guard. 
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the  N.R.A.  to  be  anti-working  class,  if  he  sees  it  moving  “toward 
the  liquidation  of  labor  and  government  or  ‘corporate’  unions  akin 
to  fascism”  (p.  496),  if  he  perceives  the  American  imperialist  policy 
making  “deliberate  use  of  the  N.R.A.  to  strengthen  war  prepara- 
tions” (p.  484),  consistency  should  have  made  him  point  to  the 
forces  which  the  working  class  must  overcome  to  overcome  the 
N.R.A.  How,  indeed,  will  he  explain  the  sweeping  rank-and-file 
dissatisfaction  with  the  official  S.P.  position  on  the  Roosevelt  program, 
as  a result  of  which  the  Detroit  Convention  was  obliged  to  declare 
itself  officially  opposed  to  the  N.R.A.? 

“it  was  the  rule  but  not  the  dictatorship  of 

THE  BOURGEOISIE” 

The  failure  to  mention  the  avowed  position  taken  toward  the 
N.R.A.  at  its  enactment  by  the  Socialist  Party  top  leadership  is  not 
mere  oversight  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Corey;  it  is  to  be  noted  in  con- 
nection with  his  treatment  of  Social-Democracy  generally.  It  is,  one 
may  say,  a large-heartedness  proceeding  from  the  assumption  that 
the  Second  International  parties  are,  after  all,  Socialist.  In  fact,  Mr. 
Corey  evinces  a tenderness  for  the  very  “reformism”  of  “reformist 
socialism”.  Note  how  he  writes  of  Austrian  Social-Democracy: 

“Capitalism  in  decline  reacts  against  reform,  as  it  reacts  against 
progress  in  general  j it  moves  toward  the  abolition  of  reform  and 
its  achievements.  The  workers  of  Vienna  were  proud  of  their  model 
dwellings,  built  by  a socialist  administration.  This  monument  to 
reform  was  battered  down  by  the  cannon  of  the  capitalist  state 
in  its  efforts  to  crush  the  militant  workers.”  (p.  505.) 

Fascism  came  to  Austria,  according  to  this  picture  of  pathos,  over 
and  against  the  strivings  of  Austro-Marxism.  Fascism  arose,  holds 
Mr.  Corey,  because  Social-Democracy  lost  in  its  struggle  against  it. 
But  what  Mr.  Corey  does  not  see  is  that,  despite  the  Left-radicaliza- 
tion  of  its  broad  membership,  including  many  of  its  functionaries; 
despite  the  mood  for  militant  revolutionary  struggle  that  character- 
ized the  Social-Democratic  workers — a mood  that  translated  itself 
into  magnificent  heroism  in  action  in  the  February  days — that  despite 
this,  Social-Democracy  did  not — could  not}  by  its  basic  ideology — 
enter  into  the  struggle  against  fascism.  What  he  does  not  see  is  that 
Austro-Marxism  had  painted  a picture  of  Vienna  as  a Socialist  city, 
of  the  municipal  houses  as  edifices  of  Socialism.  “To  maintain  here 
an  island  of  democratic  liberty”,  was  the  task  Otto  Bauer  assigned 
to  the  Austrian  working  class  at  the  emergency  Conference  of  the 
Austrian  Social-Democratic  Party  in  1932.  “What  failed  of  attain- 
ment in  Paris,  what  no  State  in  the  world  has  hitherto  achieved  . . . 
what  the  Paris  Commune  desired,  the  Vienna  Commune  realized.  . . . 
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The  Commune  Vienna  shows  us  the  way  along  which  international 
socialism  will  achieve  the  world”,  jubilated  Kautsky  in  1927  with 
mole-like  Menshevik  vision — two  months  before  the  Viennese  prole- 
tariat rose  in  arms  against  their  “Commune”!* 

A “socialist”  city  dominated  by  the  House  of  Rothschild  and  the 
House  of  Hengel!  A “socialist”  Town  Council  administering  for 
domestic  and  foreign  capital!  A city  of  “socialism”  under  a State 
of  capitalism! — This  was  Austro-Marxism.  What  need  then  to 
overthrow  the  existing  State?  “It  was  the  rule  but  not  the  dictator- 
ship of  the  bourgeoisie”,  declared  Otto  Bauer.**  Therefore,  the 
Communists,  those  who  sought  to  achieve  that  overthrow,  were 
branded  by  the  Austro-Marxist  leadership  as  destroyers  of  Socialism. 
“For  me”,  a Zeinitzer  could  declare,  years  before  his  open  desertion, 
“the  United  Front  with  the  fascists  is  ten  times  more  desirable  than 
with  the  Communists.”***  And  so,  in  harmony  with  the  dictates  of 
the  decisive  section  of  the  Austrian  big  bourgeoisie  which,  firmly 
controlled  by  French  finance  capital,  worked  for  the  foreign  political 
isolation  of  Germany,  Austro-Marxism  taught  the  Austrian  workers 
that  the  principal  enemy  was  not  within  the  land,  but  without;  that 
the  fascist  menace  was  in  Germany,  not  in  Austria;  that  to  defend 
their  “democratic  island”,  they  must  unite  with  the  “lesser  evil”, 
Dollfuss — must  renounce  the  class  struggle  at  home.**** 

GROUPINGS  AND  TENDENCIES  IN  THE  DISINTEGRATION  OF 
SOCIAL-DEMOCRACY 

The  perception  of  the  present-day  character  of  Social-Democ- 
racy is  bound  up  directly  with  the  task  of  rallying  the  majority  of  the 
working  class  to  the  banner  of  revolution,  of  winning  the  toiling 
farmers  and  the  urban  petty  bourgeoisie  to  the  side  of  the  proletariat 
as  revolutionary  allies.  To  meet  this  question  adequately,  we  must, 
to  begin  with,  view  Social-Democracy  in  the  state  in  which  it  finds 
itself  at  present — in  its  flux,  in  the  dynamics  of  its  disintegration. 

The  rejection  of  bourgeois-democratic  constitutionalism  by  fas- 
cism risen  to  power  and  its  steady  breakdown  in  varying  degrees  of 

* “Die  Pa  riser  und  die  Wiener  Kommune,”  Arbeiterzeitung , May  1, 
1927. 

**  Der  Kamffy  July,  1933. 

***  Cited  by  Von  Gustav,  “Der  Austromarxismus  und  der  Februarauf- 
stand”,  Rundschau , Basel,  22  Februar,  1934. 

****  «EVen  after  Sunday,  Feb.  12,  the  representatives  of  the  party  lead- 
ership sought  to  pacify  the  indignant  workers,  and  sought  to  hold  them  back 
from  beginning  the  struggle.  But  the  anger  of  the  masses  had  already  reached 
such  a high  pitch  that  the  warnings  of  the  party  leadership  did  not  help  anv 
more.” — Otto  Bauer,  in  a dispatch  to  the  New  York  Jewish  Daily  Forward, 
March  10,  1934. 
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rapidity  in  the  bourgeois-democratic  governmental  systems  under- 
going fascization,  have  brought  world  Social-Democracy  to  a crisis. 
On  the  one  hand,  Social-Democracy  as  such — the  platform,  the 
apparatus,  the  leadership  in  its  decisive  and  traditional  sections — clings 
to  the  policy  of  class  collaboration,  on  a basis  that  it  would  prefer  to 
be  that  of  “democracy”,  which  in  bourgeois  society  can,  of  course, 
be  nothing  but  bourgeois  democracy.  To  this  end  it  will  foster 
among  the  masses  during  the  process  of  fascization  the  illusions  of 
legalism  and  constitutionalism,  urging  the  working  class  to  make  a 
United  Front  with  a “lesser  evil”  which  somehow  always  happens  to 
be  the  home  bourgeoisie  and  which  somehow  always  turns  out  in 
the  end  to  have  been  meanwhile  preparing  its  fascist  rule.  German 
and  Austrian  Social-Democracy  are  classic  instances  of  this  type  of 
Social-Democratic  “leadership”.  But  the  German  and  Austrian  ex- 
periences with  Social-Democracy  have  taught  the  world  working  class 
a great  lesson — the  lesson  that  it  must  organize  for  the  decisive  revo- 
lutionary defeat  of  fascism,  both  where  it  is  in  power  and  where  it  is 
advancing  to  gain  power.  The  maturing  world  revolutionary  crisis  is 
bringing  the  working  class  everywhere  into  open  militant  conflicts 
with  the  State  forces  of  the  bourgeoisie.  Every  struggle  for  bread, 
every  struggle  for  unemployment  relief,  every  strike,  every  action  in 
defense  of  workers’  rights — becomes  from  day  to  day  in  the  con- 
sciousness of  the  workers  more  and  more  the  struggle  for  the  way  out. 
The  need  for  unity  in  struggle  is  felt  elementally  by  all  sections  of 
the  working  class.  The  efforts  of  Social-Democracy  to  keep  the  So- 
cialist workers  sundered  from  the  Communist  workers  are  becoming, 
day  by  day,  of  less  avail.  The  workers  in  their  further  radicalization 
tend  increasingly  toward  the  Party  of  Communism.  The  heroism 
of  the  illegal  Communist  Parties  of  Germany  and  Austria  working 
within  those  lands  among  the  masses,  indomitably,  against  the  fiercest 
terror,  holding  their  ranks  and  gaining  new  forces  as  leaders  of  the 
working  class,  has  aroused  the  admiration  of  large  sections  of  Social- 
Democratic  workers  who  are  repudiating  in  ever  greater  numbers 
their  scattered  erstwhile  leadership  residing  in  the  emigration  centers 
of  Prague  and  Bruenn. 

Social-Democracy,  discredited  with  the  masses  by  having 
strengthened  the  hand  of  the  State  in  bringing  about  fascism,  is  com- 
pelled now  to  resort  to  various  maneuvers  of  penitence.  In  Germany 
and  Austria,  where  Social-Democracy  has  utterly  decomposed,  mass 
pressure  is  increasing  for  united  revolutionary  action  against  the 
fascist  regime.  As  Social-Democratic  workers  are  increasingly  turn- 
ing away  from  the  Prague  and  Bruenn  emigre  leaderships,  the 
influence  and  the  authority  of  the  illegal  Communist  Parties  are 
visibly  growing.  No  central  German  or  Austrian  Social-Democratic 
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organization  exists  any  longer,  while  the  mass  influx  of  Social-Demo- 
cratic members  into  the  Communist  Party  can  be  gauged  by  such 
facts  as  the  following:  Two-thirds  of  the  delegates  to  the  Twelfth 
Congress  of  the  Austrian  Communist  Party  held  in  September  had 
come  over  to  the  Party  since  the  February  events;  furthermore, 
as  a reflection  of  that  influx,  half  of  the  newly-elected  Central 
Committee  were  former  Social-Democratic  functionaries  who  had 
joined  the  Communist  Party  since  the  February  events.  The  havoc 
which  the  dynamics  of  the  present  situation  is  working  in  German 
Social-Democracy  is  evidenced  by  the  presence  in  it  of  at  least 
three  distinct  groupings  with  three  distinct  platforms.  The  Prague 
emigration  center  constitutes  two  of  the  groups.  Group  I is  openly 
for  incorporation  into  fascism.  In  the  official  organ  of  the  Prague 
leadership,  Deutsche  Freiheit , for  September  12,  that  group  declares: 

“The  Hitlerian  counter-revolution  has  made  an  end  to  the  liberal 
bureaucratic  democracy  of  the  Weimar  Republic  and  has  with  its 
national  ideology  set  free  the  forces  for  a rigorous  fully-organized 
planned  economy.  . . . 

“At  the  same  time,  it  signifies  a new  transition  epoch  into  which 
German  capitalism  has  entered.  . . . 

“It  is  progressive  capitalism  and  the  clearing  away  of  the  debris 
for  socialism;  it  is  a piece  of  socialism.  . . .” 

We  have  in  this  statement  the  fullest  confirmation  of  the  de- 
claration made  by  the  Communist  Party  that  the  role  of  German 
Social-Democracy  was  to  lead  the  working  class  under  the  guise  of 
“democracy”  into  the  camp  of  fascism.  Another  section  of  the 
Prague  leadership,  the  “Lefts”,  continues  in  the  same  central  organ 
to  speak  in  favor  of  “democracy”,  of  coalition  governments,  of  bour- 
geois parliamentarism.  This  group  complements  the  first  by  en- 
deavoring, with  talk  of  restoring  democracy,  to  prevent  the  revolu- 
tionary overthrow  of  fascism  and  capitalism  as  a whole.  The  third 
group,  the  “revolutionists”,  pretends  to  be  altogether  different  from 
the  old  Social-Democracy.  Realizing  the  mood  of  the  working  class 
for  proletarian,  revolutionary  struggle;  sensing  the  inroads  that  are 
being  made  bv  the  Communist  Parties  into  the  ranks  of  the  workers 
— these  “revolutionists”  resort  to  avowing  principles  of  Communism. 
They  speak  of  the  dictatorship  of  the  proletariat,  of  revolution,  of 
the  United  Front;  but  their  real  purpose  can  be  seen  from  such 
propaganda  as  “the  terrific  defeat  in  Germany  which  shattered  both 
the  erstwhile  great  working  class  parties”;  the  need  for  a “revolu- 
tionary, socialist,  united  party”;  the  Communist  Party  is  isolated 
from  the  masses  because  it  is  “dependent  on  Moscow,  whose  foreign 
section  it  is  and  in  consequence  of  which  it  is  utilized  as  an  outpost 
for  the  National-Bolshevist  policy”.  The  obvious  purpose  of  this 
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“revolutionary”  Social-Democracy  is  to  isolate  the  revolutionary  Party 
of  the  German  working  class  from  the  masses;  to  check  the  grow- 
ing influence  of  the  Communist  driving  force  that  is  rallying  the 
masses  in  a United  Front  of  struggle  against  fascism;  and,  by  speak- 
ing of  a “revolutionary,  socialist,  united  party”,  to  liquidate  the 
Communist  Party,  to  destroy  the  growing  allegiance  of  the  class- 
conscious proletariat  to  the  Comintern,  and  to  rehabilitate  the  shat- 
tered party  of  the  Second  International.  The  chicanery  of  such 
“revolutionists”  is,  however,  a barometer  of  the  Left-radicalization 
of  the  Social-Democratic  workers,  of  their  growing  sympathy  for  the 
program  of  the  Communist  Party.  It  is  a barometer  of  the  Machia- 
vellianism to  which  bankrupt  Social-Democracy  is  compelled  to  resort 
in  the  face  of  the  revolutionization  of  illegally-functioning  Social- 
Democratic  groups  in  Germany  and  Austria.  These  groups,  although 
terming  themselves  Social-Democratic,  are  no  longer  Social-Democ- 
racy in  the  proper  sense  of  the  word.  They  exemplify  the  Social- 
Democratic  proletarian  rank  and  file  and  lower  function aryship  in  the 
process  of  liberating  themselves  from  the  leadership  which  has  so 
long  held  them  subject  to  the  forces  of  reaction.  In  Austria  large 
sections  of  the  former  “Left”  opposition  merged  soon  after  the 
February  events  with  the  Communist  Party.  In  June,  the  Red 
Front,  organized  after  the  February  events  by  groups  of  the  former 
“Left”  opposition,  likewise  united  with  the  Communist  Party.  The 
centralized  United  Front  organization  of  Communists  and  Revolu- 
tionary Socialists  engaged  on  August  1 in  anti-war  manifestations 
on  a platform  that  was  virtually  Leninist.  Various  Socialist  groups, 
and  lower  organizations  of  the  Revolutionary  Socialists,  sent  dele- 
gates to  the  recent  Congress  of  the  Communist  Party. 

UNITED  FRONT  DEVELOPMENTS  IN  THE  U.S.A. 

The  Left-radicalization  of  Social-Democratic  workers  is  visible 
everywhere.  In  Poland,  for  instance,  the  Socialist  Party  is  in 
ferment;  against  the  dictates  of  the  Central  Committee,  the 
Warsaw  District  Conference,  the  Lublin  District  Committee, 
sub-districts  of  Lodz  and  Warsaw  City,  have  declared  for  the 
immediate  establishment  of  the  United  Front.  In  England,  100,000 
workers,  responding  to  the  United  Front  appeal  of  the  Communist 
Party  and  the  Independent  Labor  Party,  massed  on  September  9 
in  a counter-demonstration  against  fascism,  in  defiance  of  urgings 
by  the  leadership  of  the  Labor  Party  and  the  General  Council  of 
Trade  Unions  not  to  participate.  In  the  United  States,  we  see 
alongside  of  certain  indications  of  growth  of  the  Socialist  Party,  which 
reflect  the  general  mass  radicalization  in  the  country,  a definite 
process  of  disintegration.  Due  to  the  pressure  of  the  proletarian  rank- 
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and-file  members  and  followers  who  are  genuinely  desiring  a So- 
cialist program  of  action,  the  Ofteal-Waldman-Cahan  Old  Guard 
was  defeated  at  the  last  Convention  of  the  party.  Norman  Thomas 
tries  to  canalize  the  Leftward  mood  of  the  rank  and  file  by  talking 
“Left”,  although  in  all  of  his  actions  he  has  shown  himself  to  be 
capitulating  to  the  Old  Guard — to  wit,  on  the  questions  of  strike 
policy,  the  United  Front,  and  the  defense  of  the  Soviet  Union. 
Analogous  in  some  respects  to  the  third  group  in  Germany  are 
some  of  the  leading  elements  of  the  Revolutionary  Policy  Commit- 
tee who  talk  in  Red  phrases  but  whose  spokesmen  showed  their  true 
colors  at  the  Detroit  Convention  when  they  traded  away  their  right 
to  introduce  their  resolution,  and  who  have  since  then  failed  to 
engage  in  a single  act  promoting  the  United  Front.  Nevertheless, 
the  position  occupied  by  Thomas  and  the  platform  of  the  R.P.C. 
are  a definite,  though  distorted,  indication  of  the  urge  to  the  Left 
on  the  part  of  the  rank-and-file  membership  and  following  of  the 
American  Socialist  Party — an  urge  that  is  manifesting  itself  increas- 
ingly in  “outlaw”  actions  for  United  Front  campaigns  with  the 
Communists,  an  urge  that  represents  the  growing  sympathy  of  the 
Social-Democratic  workers  for  the  Communist  Party. 

The  most  hopeful  development  in  the  Socialist  Party  from  the 
point  of  view  of  the  United  Front  is  the  organized  movement  among 
considerable  sections  of  the  rank  and  file  and  local  functionaries  for 
immediate  United  Front  action  with  the  Communists.  Noteworthy 
is  the  United  Front  development  in  the  South  between  the  Southern 
District  of  the  Communist  Party  and  the  Socialists-,  as  well  as  the 
decision  of  the  New  Jersev  State  body  of  the  Socialist  Party  to 
endorse  the  Washington  Congress  for  Unemployment  Insurance. 
When  we  bear  in  mind  that  these  actions  came  immediately  after 
the  decision  of  the  Boston  meeting  of  the  Socialist  Party  N.E.C.  to 
reject  the  United  Front  on  a national  scale,  their  significance  as 
rank-and-file  determination  to  enter  into  common  action  with  the 
Communists  stands  out  boldly.  We  need  but  look,  too,  at  the 
activities  of  such  formations  as  the  Committee  for  Socialist  Action 
for  the  United  Front;  at  the  United  Front  agreement  for  anti- 
fascist actions  between  the  Italian  Bureau  of  the  Communist  Party 
and  the  Italian  Federation  of  the  Socialist  Party;  at  the  United 
Front  election  campaign  in  Trumbull  County,  Ohio;  at  the  United 
Front  in  connection  with  the  demonstration  of  the  Chicago  unem- 
ployed on  November  24;  and  at  similar  developments  in  parts  of 
Illinois,  Louisiana,  Pennsylvania,  New  York  State,  Maine,  and 
Massachusetts,  on  various  issues — unemployment  relief  struggles, 
strikes,  the  Workers’  Unemployment  and  Social  Insurance  Bill 
(H.R,  2827),  the  American  League  Against  War  and  Fascism, 


etc.  We  do  not  discuss  here  the  vital  struggle  for  the  United  Front 
in  the  trade  unions,  which  is  basic  for  achieving  unity  of  working 
class  action. 

PROLETARIAN  HEGEMONY  INSEPARABLE  FROM 
THE  PROLETARIAN  REVOLUTION 

WHO  COMPROMISED  WITH  THE  GERMAN  BOURGEOISIE  IN  1919? 

How  does  Mr.  Corey  meet  this  most  important  question  of  the 
Leftward  pressure  of  the  Social-Democratic  workers  and  of  the  re- 
lationship of  the  proletarian  rank  and  file  to  the  Social-Democratic 
leadership?  The  following  statement  is  significant: 

“The  proletariat  must  strike  ruthlessly  when  the  moment  is 
favorable  j otherwise  its  forces  may  break  apart,  temporarily  but 
still  disastrously,  as  capitalism  is  favored  by  the  institutional  weight 
of  its  economic,  cultural  and  political  domination.  For  if  the  prole- 
tariat, where  the  conditions  are  favorable,  does  not  seize  power,  if 
it  compromises  with  capitalism  instead  of  destroying  it  (as  in  Ger- 
many in  1919),  there  is  an  inevitable  if  temporary  renewal  and  con- 
solidation of  capitalist  supremacy.  The  proletariat  is  susceptible  to 
the  lures  and  wiles  of  reformism,  prone  to  weaknesses  and  half 
measures,  hampered  by  the  conservatism  of  its  organizations  and 
their  bureaucracy,  which  avoid  and  betray  revolutionary  struggle.” 

(pp.  509-510.) 

We  frequently  hear  Social-Democratic  leaders  defend  themselves 
by  countering:  How  can  we  act  otherwise  when  the  workers  hold 
back?  We  are,  after  all,  only  representatives  of  the  masses  and 
we  cannot  push  forward  to  revolution  when  they  are  ready  to  com- 
promise. This  argument  was  advanced  last  year  by  Otto  Weis  at 
the  Paris  Congress  of  the  Second  International.  No  resistance,  said 
Weis,  was  possible  in  1932  because  there  was  no  militancy  among 
the  workers.*  With  such  explanations,  the  treacherous  Social-Demo- 
cratic leadership  which  delivered  the  German  proletariat  into  the 
toils  of  fascism  seeks  to  whitewash  itself.  But  the  very  fact  that  a 
corrupt  purveyor  for  fascism  stands  up  to  explain  away  his  treachery, 
is  in  itself  proof  that  he  feels  the  sting  of  the  workers’  anger.  To  save 
their  faces,  the  betrayers,  however,  attempt  to  place  the  onus  on  the 
masses  below.  And  so,  the  rise  of  fascism  in  Germany  is  to  be 
charged,  not  to  the  Severings  and  the  Weises  and  the  Leiparts,  but 
to  the  working  class  which,  alas,  held  back  the  valorous  arms  of 
the  Social-Democratic  stalwarts! 


♦As  reported  by  the  Bundist  leader,  Heinrich  Ehrlich:  The  Struggle  for 
Revolutionary  Socialism , New  York,  1934,  p.  18. 
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This  is  essentially  the  theoretical  fare  on  which  Mr.  Corev  feeds 
us.  In  November,  1918,  as  everyone  knows,  Workers’  and  Soldiers’ 
Soviets  were  set  up  in  Germany.  The  bourgeois  State  was  over- 
thrown; the  working  class  had  seized  power.  No  less  an  enemy  of 
revolutionary  overthrow  than  Karl  Kautsky  had  to  admit: 

“In  November,  1918,  the  Revolution  was  the  work  of  the  prole- 
tariat alone.  The  proletariat  won  so  all-powerful  a position  that  the 
bourgeois  elements  at  first  did  not  dare  to  attempt  any  resistance.”* 

The  German  proletarian  revolution  was  not  only  not  led  by  the 
Social-Democratic  leaders,  but  was  effected  against  their  systematic 
efforts  to  prevent  it.  Scheidemann  actually  -admitted  this  in  1922 
in  the  course  of  a libel  lawsuit  in  Berlin,  declaring:  “The  imputa- 

tion that  Social-Democracy  wanted  or  prepared  the  revolution  is  a 
ridiculous,  stupid  lie  of  our  opponents.”**  Not  only  did  Ebert  and 
other  such  leaders  oppose  the  dethronement  of  the  bourgeoisie,  but 
even  that  of  the  Kaiser.***  It  was  only  through  the  pressure  of 
the  victorious  Entente  Powers,  which  threatened  to  hold  up 
the  peace  negotiations,  that  the  German  Social-Democratic  leaders 
consented  to  request  Wilhelm’s  abdication — and  then,  in  the  hope  that 

* Author’s  Introduction  to  the  3rd  Edition  of  The  Proletarian  Revolu- 
tion, 1931. 

**  R.  Palme  Dutt,  who  cites  this  statement  in  his  admirable  book,  Fascism 
& and  Social  Revolution  (pp.  112-113),  cites  also  from  the  evidence  given  in  a 
libel  suit  at  Munich  in  November,  1925,  by  General  Groener,  Chief  of  the 
German  General  Staff  at  the  time  of  the  November  Revolution: 

“On  November  10,  1918,  I had  a telephone  conversation  with 
Ebert,  and  we  concluded  an  alliance  to  fight  Bolshevism  and  Soviet- 
ism and  restore  law  and  order.  . . . 

“Every  day  between  1 1 p.m.  and  1 a.m.  the  staff  of  the  High 
Command  talked  to  Ebert  on  a special  secret  telephone.  From 
November  10  our  immediate  object  was  to  wrest  power  in  Berlin 
out  of  the  hands  of  the  Councils  of  Workers’  and  Soldiers’  Deputies.” 

***  Scheidemann  makes  no  secret  of  this  in  his  memoirs  when  he  speaks 
of  the  privy  conferences  held  by  Ebert  with  the  last  Imperial  Chancellor, 
Prince  Max  von  Baden,  according  to  the  Prince’s  own  report.  In  the  course 
of  one  of  these  meetings,  the  memoirs  reveal,  the  Prince  reports  having  asked 
the  Social-Democratic  President:  “ ‘If  I succeed  in  convincing  the  Kaiser,  shall 
I have  you  at  my  side  in  the  fight  against  Social  Revolution?’  Ebert’s  reply 
came  without  hesitation  or  double  meaning:  ‘If  the  Kaiser  does  not  abdicate, 
Social  Revolution  must  come.  But  I don’t  want  it:  I hate  it  like  sin.’  ” (Philipp 
Scheidemann:  The  Making  of  New  Germany,  Vol.  II,  p.  224).  Elsewhere  in 
the  memoirs,  the  Chancellor  is  quoted  as  having  declared : “ ‘The  Revolution 
is  on  the  eve  of  success;  we  can’t  smash  it,  but  perhaps  we  can  throttle  it.  . . . 
If  Ebert  is  introduced  to  me  as  the  tribune  of  the  people,  then  we  shall  have 
a republic;  if  it’s  Liebknecht,  Bolshevism;  but  if  the  abdicating  Kaiser 
appoints  Ebert  Chancellor,  there  is  a faint  hope  for  the  monarchy.  . . .’  ” 
{Ibid.,  pp.  253-4). 
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thereby  they  would  save  Germany  from  becoming  a republic.*  In 
1919,  the  proletarian  revolution  was  shot  down  in  blood  under  a 
Social-Democratic  government,  a Social-Democratic  government  that 
compromised  with  the  Junkers,  that  united  with  the  counter-revolu- 
tionary forces  of  the  old  order.  And  Mr.  Corey  accuses  the  German 
working  class  of  having  compromised  with  capitalism!**  Can  we  call 
this  anything  but  a deliberate  exculpation  of  the  Noskes  and  the 
Scheidemanns  and  the  Eberts,  the  compromisers  and  betrayers, 
whose  hands  strangled  the  revolution  and  set  free  the  forces  of 
nascent  fascism?  What  matter  that  Mr.  Corey  speaks  of  the  prole- 
tariat as  being  “hampered  by  the  conservatism  of  its  organizations 
and  the  bureaucracy  which  avoid  and  betray  revolutionary  struggle55, 
when  in  the  same  breath  he  charges  it  with  being  “susceptible  to  the 
lures  and  wiles  of  reformism,  prone  to  weaknesses  and  half- 
measures55?  If  this  is  the  proletariat,  what  other  leadership  does  it 
deserve,  what  other  leadership  can  it  bring  forth?  Indeed,  in  the 
ranks  of  a working  class  so  abject  and  slavish,  a Luxemburg  and 
a Liebknecht  have  no  place,  and  it  is,  one  might  say,  a stroke  of 
poetic  justice  that  they  are  removed  from  the  scene  (murdered  with 
the  connivance  of  the  “deserved55  leaders)  as  meddlers  against  the 
will  of  this  working  class  “prone  to  weaknesses  and  half -measures55! 

DELEON  AND  COREY  PROPOSE  A SOURCE  OF  STRENGTH  FOR 

THE  WORKING  CLASS 

Mn  Corey’s  account  of  the  role  of  the  German  working  class 
in  1919  is  traceable  to  his  fundamental  misconception  of  the  nature 
of  the  proletariat,  formulated  in  the  following  differentiation  be- 
tween the  bourgeoisie  in  its  revolutionary  stage  and  the  proletariat: 

“The  bourgeoisie  was  a propertied  class,  the  proletariat  is  not 
propertied  . . . but  property  was  a source  of  strength  to  the  bour- 
geoisie, its  lack  a source  of  weakness  to  the  proletariat.”  (p.  507.) 

In  support  of  this  contention,  Mr.  Corey  adduces  a long  passage 
from  DeLeon’s  Two  Pages  From  Roman  History > which  includes: 

“Wealth  imparts  strength,  strength  self-reliance  [.  . .]  Poverty 
breeds  lack  of  self-reliance.  Material  insecurity  suggests  temporary 
devices.  Sops  and  lures  become  captivating  baits  [.  . .]  Obviously 
the  difference  I have  been  pointing  out  between  the  bourgeois  and 
the  present,  the  proletarian,  revolutionary  forces  shows  the  bourgeois 
to  have  been  sound,  while  the  proletarian,  incomparably  more 
powerful  by  its  numbers,  to  be  afflicted  vith  a certain  weakness 

* Scheidemann,  V orwaerts , December  6,  1922. 

**  Note  the  quotation  on  p.  52. 
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under  fire,  a weakness  that,  unless  the  requisite  measures  of  counter 
action  be  taken,  must  inevitably  cause  the  course  of  history  to  b# 
materially  deflected.”* 

This  “weakness  under  lire”  becomes  for  Mr.  Corey  the  foun- 
tainhead from  which  he  draws  his  theory  of  the  revolutionary 
capacities  of  the  working  class.  One  might  ask  Mr.  Corey:  What 
of  the  revolutionary  annals  of  the  world  proletariat?  What  of  the 
magnificent  strength  under  fire  which  the  workers  of  the  world 
have  shown  since  first  they  came  forward  to  do  battle  for  their 
class  rights?  What  of  the  Lyons  Uprising;  the  glorious  June  Days 
of  1848;  the  Communard  “heaven-stormers  of  Paris”;  the 
Russian  1905;  the  October  Revolution  which  transformed  a vast 
empire  into  a workers’  State;  the  Soviets  in  Hungary  and 
Bavaria;  the  Spartacide  rising  in  Germany;  the  Canton  Com- 
mune; the  February  Days  in  Austria;  the  revolutionary  struggles 
in  Spain;  the  magnificent  revolutionary  tradition  of  the  American 
working  class — Haymarket,  the  Pullman  Strike  of  ’94,  Bloody 
Homestead,  the  Ludlow  Massacre;  the  valiant  strikes  of  the  steel 
workers,  miners,  textile  workers,  longshoremen;  the  General  Strikes 
of  Seattle,  San  Francisco;  the  great  General  Strike  of  the  textile 
workers;  the  heroic  struggles  of  the  working  class  wherever  capital- 
ism reigns?— These  are  wiped  out  with  a penstroke  by  DeLeon- 
Corey! 

And  what  is  the  source  of  this  “weakness  under  fire”?  The 
proletariat’s  lack  of  property,  we  are  told — in  other  words,  the 
very  nature  of  the  proletariat!  It  is  by  its  propertylessness  that  the 
proletariat  has  its  being.  And  it  is  its  propertylessness,  as  the 
Communist  Manifesto  declares,  which  makes  of  the  proletarians 
the  fundamentally  revolutionary  class,  which  gives  them,  in  fact, 
their  historic  revolutionary  task:  “They  have  nothing  of  their  own 

to  secure  and  to  fortify;  their  mission  is  to  destroy  all  previous 
securities  for,  and  insurances  of,  individual  property.”  It  is  because 
the  workers  have  nothing  to  lose  but  their  chains  that  the  Manifesto 
proclaims:  “Let  the  ruling  class  tremble  at  a Communist  revolu- 
tion.” But  according  to  our  “Marxist”  and  the  master  he  venerates, 
having  nothing  to  lose  reduces  the  proletarians  to  weakness. 

According  to  DeLeon-Corey,  the  strength  of  the  proletariat 
must  logically  be  derived  from  property.  Its  self-reliance  must 
be  gained  through  possession.  And  since  self-reliance  and  strength 
mean  in  the  Marxist  sense  class-consciousness  and  organization,  the 

* Note,  too,  the  striking  similarity  in  phrasing  between  Mr.  Corey’s  “sus- 
ceptible to  the  lures  and  wiles  of  reformism,  prone  to  weaknesses  and  half 
measures”  and  DeLeon’s:  “The  characteristic  weakness  of  the  proletariat 
renders  it  prone  to  lures.”  (Two  Pages  from  Roman  History , p.  70.) 
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working  class  cannot  look  for  these  to  its  own  nature  hut-  to  an 
other-class  nature  which  has  more  than  chains  to  lose. 

The  abjectness  in  which  DeLeon-Corey  beholds  the  working 
class  is  nothing  but  the  petty-bourgeois  lack  of  faith  in  the  capacity 
of  the  proletariat  to  achieve  its  own  liberation.  Not  only  is  this 
“measurement”  of  working  class  strength  not  an  evaluation  of  the 
proletariat  as  the  subjective  factor  in  the  era  of  proletarian  revo- 
lution; it  is,  in  the  full  sense  of  the  expression,  a denial  of  the 
proletariat  as  a class  for  itself.  In  the  very  historic  moment  when 
Soviet  Power  has  become  the  leading  slogan  of  the  world  proletariat, 
the  vision  of  DeLeon-Corey  is  of  a working  class  thrown  back  to 
the  helplessness  of  an  auxiliary  of  the  bourgeoisie  in  the  Third 
Estate. 

Why  is  it  that  the  petty  bourgeoisie,  resting  on  property,  is  not 
the  “gravedigger”  of  bourgeois  domination?  Why  is  it  not,  like  the 
proletariat,  a class  for  itself,  but  remains  at  the  stage  of  a class  in 
itself?  The  answer  lies  in  its  very  attribute  of  property.  Because  it 
has,  or  feels  it  has,  a stake  in  the  land,  it  is  difficult  for  it  to  wrest 
itself  free  from  subjugation  to  capitalism  and  to  turn  its  criticism  of 
capitalism  into  annihilating,  revolutionary  criticism.  Only  the  prole- 
tariat can  sharpen  its  criticism  into  a weapon  of  destruction.  And 
only  in  accepting  the  revolutionary  guidance  of  the  proletariat  does 
the  petty  bourgeoisie  become  a force  of  the  revolution. 

The  strength  that  DeLeon-Corey  feels  the  working  class  lacks 
in  its  nature  is  the  “strength”  with  which  Bernstein  sought  to  endow 
it — the  “strength”  of  the  “democratization  of  capital”.  The  in- 
vigoration  by  which  he  wants  to  rid  the  proletariat  of  its  “anemia” 
is  a blood-transfusion  from  the  veins  of  the  petty  bourgeoisie. 
The  alliance  which . he  conceives  between  proletariat  and  middle 
class  is  the  adjustment  of  the  proletarian  consciousness  to  the  outlook 
of  the  petty  bourgeoisie. 

Mr.  Corey’s  proletariat  is  prevented  by  its  very  nature  from 
rising  to  the  position  of  leadership.  Notwithstanding  his  statements 
in  one  or  two  places  that  the  middle  class  must  seek  the  leadership 
of  the  proletariat,  the  latter  cannot,  through  the  natural  disabilities 
which  Mr.  Corey  ascribes  to  it,  aspire  to  the  role  of  hegemony.  And 
where  there  is  no  proletarian  hegemony  there  can  be  no  proletarian 
revolution. 

AS  TO  POWER 

SLOGANS  AND  SHIBBOLETHS 

But,  Mr.  Corey  may  argue:  I speak  of  the  proletariat  as  the 
carrier  of  Socialism;  I speak  of  revolutionary  overthrow,  the  strug- 
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gle  for  power;  I speak  of  the  dictatorship  of  the  proletariat!  But 
we  have  had  occasion  to  see  how  Socialism  and  Socialism  are  not 
alike;  how  power  and  power,  how  dictatorship  and  dictatorship, 
even  of  the  proletariat,  may  mean  different  things  with  different 
proponents.  We  have  seen,  for  instance,  how,  due  to  the  pressure 
of  the  masses,  the  Second  International  at  its  recent  Paris  Congress 
was  compelled  to  put  on  its  agenda  the  heading,  “The  Socialist 
Struggle  for  Power”.  On  that  question,  a minority  resolution  was 
submitted,  representing  the  views  of  “Left”  groupings  in  the  Second 
International.  That  document  was  the  manifesto  by  which  the 
“better”  Social-Democrats,  “the  new  beginnings”,  sought  to  rally 
the  Leftward-moving  mass  membership  and  following  of  the  Social- 
Democratic  parties.  The  resolution  was  signed  by  the  majority  of 
the  American  delegation  to  the  Congress.  On  their  return,  the  ma- 
jority delegates  submitted  their  report  to  the  membership  of  the 
American  Socialist  Party.  We  are  enabled  from  this  report  to  acquire 
an  insight  into  the  “power”  for  which  these  “better”  Social-Demo- 
crats voted  at  the  Congress.  Let  the  following  statement  speak 
for  itself: 

“While  the  International  has  suffered  heavy  losses  elsewhere, 
it  has  won  an  inspiring  victory  in  Spain  where  the  Socialist  Party 
is  showing  not  only  that  it  knows  how  to  win  power  but  also  how 
to  hold  and  conserve  it  for  the  workers.  The  parties  of  Denmark 
and  Sweden  have  reached  the  stage  where  they  must  be  reckoned 
with  as  government  forces.  It  is  to  be  hoped  that  participation  in 
coalition  governments  will  not  work  to  delay  the  final  and  complete 
triumph  of  their  working  classes.”  * 

Woe  to  the  proletariat  having  such  “power”  and  such  “tri- 
umphs”! The  cry  of  the  workers  turned  into  shibboleth!  The  very 
path  trodden  by  German  and  Austrian  Social- Democracy,  the  course 
of  coalition  with  the  bourgeoisie,  of  ruling  in  behalf  of  the  bour- 
geoisie to  stem  the  revolutionary  advance  of  the  working  class — this  is 
the  promise  of  “complete  triumph”  which  these  “better”  Social- 
Democrats  hold  out  to  the  proletariat! 

And  has  the  slogan,  “Dictatorship  of  the  Proletariat”,  fared 
better  in  the  hands  of  these  ultra -“Lefts”?  The  Revolutionary 
Policy  Committee,  which,  in  the  present  disintegration  of  Social- 
Democracy,  is  most  alert  to  the  Left-radicalization  of  the  Social- 
Democratic  masses  who  are  evidencing  a movement  in  the  direction 
of  the  Communist  Party,  issued  at  the  beginning  of  1934  its 
celebrated  Affeal  to  the  Membership  of  the  Socialist  Party . In  that 

* Special  Conference,  Labor  and  Socialist  International,  Report  of  the 
American  Delegates,  Socialist  Party  of  America,  Chicago,  p.  4. 
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document  which  was  designed  to  “revolutionize”  the  American 
Socialist  Party,  under  a section  entitled  “The  Road  to  Power”,  we 
find  the  R.P.C.  declaring  itself  in  favor  of  “the  dictatorship  of  the 
proletariat”.  A front-rank  leader  of  the  R.P.C. , David  Felix, 
was  one  of  the  four  majority  delegates  who  submitted  the  above- 
stated  plea  for  “power” — and,  so  far  as  he,  the  R.P.C.  representa- 
tive, was  concerned,  “the  dictatorship  of  the  proletariat” — a la 
Spain,*  Denmark,  and  Sweden! 

FORM  AND  CONTENT  IN  THE  THEORY  OF  THE  STATE 

Or,  take  the  recent  declarations  of  the  leading  “theoretician” 
of  Austro-Marxism,  Max  Adler.  In  October,  1933,  Adler  wrote 
in  Der  Kamffy  the  theoretical  organ  of  Austrian  Social-Democracy: 

“It  is  precisely  the  formal  quality  of  democracy  in  the  class 
vState  which  makes  it  all  the  more  necessary  to  fill  its  form  with  a 
proletarian  content  and  to  transform  it  thus  into  a fighting  weapon 
of  the  working  class,  indeed,  even  to  shape  it  into  a means  for  the 
revolutionary  transition,  into  the  dictatorship  of  the  proletariat.” 

In  true  Two-and-a-Half  International  manner,  this  veteran  of 
“Left”  speech  and  Right  deed  attempts  to  embrace  the  dictatorship 
of  the  proletariat  in  order  to  strangle  it.  He,  the  poet  laureate  of 
Austro-Marxism  who  has  all  along  sung  odes  to  “true  democracy”, 
has  now  been  compelled  to  attune  himself  to  the  mood  of  the  work- 
ing class  masses  for  the  dictatorship  of  the  proletariat.  But  what 
is  his  “dictatorship  of  the  proletariat”?  It  is  something  which  comes 
about  after  the  bourgeois  State  has  been  filled  with  a proletarian 
content  and  turned  into  a weapon  to  achieve  the  revolutionary 
transition!  Pour  your  proletarian  strength,  your  revolutionary  urge, 
into  the  “formal  quality  of  democracy”,  and  you  will  have  the 
dictatorship  of  the  proletariat!  The  old  Karl  Kautsky  masked  for 
the  Viennese  ball!  The  bourgeois  State  form  remains,  but  is  filled 
with  a proletarian  content!  That  the  political  superstructure,  the 
State,  is  form  by  virtue  of  a specific,  inalienable  content;  that  the 
form  of  the  bourgeois  State  differs  qualitatively  from  the  form  of 
the  proletarian  State  due  to  the  qualitatively  different  class  content 
in  each  of  these  States — altogether  escapes  our  “Marxist”  dean. 
That  the  bourgeois  State  has  the  self-perpetuating  form  corres- 
ponding to  the  essence  of  an  exploiting  class  striving  to  maintain 
itself  perpetually  in  power,  and  that  the  proletarian  State  has  the 
form  of  a revolutionary  transition  State,  a State  that  is  “no  longer 
a State  in  the  proper  sense  of  the  word”,  corresponding  to  the 

* The  reference  is  here,  of  course,  to  the  Spanish  situation  shortly  after 
the  overthrow  of  the  monarchy,  when  Spanish  Social-Democracy  entered  the 
Azana  coalition  government. 


58 


essence  of  a class  that  consciously  fulfills  its  historic  task  of  building 
the  classless,  Stateless  society — these  things  do  not  exist  in  the 
“dialectics”  of  Austro-Marxism. 

There  is  something  not  altogether  unrelated  between  Adler’s 
conception  of  form  and  content  and  Mr.  Corey’s.  In  his  chapter, 
“The  Crisis  of  the  American  Dream”,  Mr.  Corey  speaks  of  “ideals” 
in  these  words: 

“As  the  bourgeois  revolution  thrust  its  ideals  beyond  immediate 
class  objectives,  so  the  idea  of  progress  soared  beyond  its  class- 
economic  origins.  It  released  the  forces  of  the  human  will,  created 
a new  approach  to  the  world,  made  man  feel  himself  capable  of 
mastering  his  fate.  [p.  5 35]  . . . Unlike  fascism,  which  repudiates 
progress  and  all  its  ideals,  communism  accepts  them  as  historical 
forces  in  transition  (bourgeois  society  is  the  most  transitional  of  all 
social  systems)  towards  new  forms  and  fulfillments,  cleansing  them 
of  the  elements  and  limitations  identified  with  class  exploitation  and 
property.”  (p.  539.) 

As  with  Adler  the  proletariat  must  pour  its  essence  into  the  bour- 
geois State  to  make  of  it  an  instrument  for  realizing  the  dictatorship 
of  the  proletariat,  so  here  Communism  accepts  and  “cleanses”  of 
its  limitations  “progress  and  all  its  ideals”  (listed  in  the  chapter  as 
Liberty,  Democracy,  Equality,  Mass  Well-Being,  Opportunity,  Edu- 
cation, No  Class  Stratification,  Limited  Government,  Peace,  and 
Progress)  ! What,  in  the  theses  and  resolutions  of  Social-Democracy, 
differs  essentially  from  the  ideas  here  presented?  If,  let  us  say,  we 
were  to  substitute  in  the  cited  passage  the  word  social-democracy  for 
communism , can  Mr.  Corey  conscientiously  declare  that  a Bauer,  or 
a Norman  Thomas,  or,  for  that  matter,  an  Abe  Cahan,  would  de- 
cline to  undertake  the  acceptance  and  the  cleansing?  To  confer 
upon  Communism  the  functions  of  Social-Democracy  is  to  Menshe- 
vize  Bolshevism. 

Mr.  Corey’s  ideals  run  like  a Hegelian  Absolute  Idea,  ever  per- 
fecting themselves,  through  bourgeois  society,  through  the  dictator- 
ship of  the  proletariat,  to  the  classless  society.  It  is  an  axiom  of 
Marxism  that  the  dominant  ideas  of  a class  society  are  the  ideas  of 
the  ruling  class,  that  the  mode  of  production  in  a given  society  gives 
rise  to  and  determines  corresponding  “social,  political  and  spiritual 
processes  of  life”.  For  Mr.  Corey,  however,  “the  bourgeois  revo- 
lution thrust  its  ideals  beyond  immediate  class  objectives”;  thrust 
them,  if  the  words  have  any  meaning,  toward  a beyond-capitalist 
mode  of  production,  to  become  the  ideals  of  the  new  revolutionary 
class,  the  proletariat.  In  fact,  it  would  seem,  when  the  parent  capital- 
ism, in  his  fascist  fury,  disowns  them  and  turns  them  out  of  doors, 
Communism  accepts  them,  cleanses  them  and  rears  them  “toward 
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new  forms  and  fulfillments”.  “Hence  the  decay  of  the  democratic 
spirit  while  the  forms  and  ideal  persist.  Now  the  mere  ideal  is  dan- 
gerous to  capitalism  and  it  is  the  object  of  a growing  offensive.  . . . 
Even  in  its  incomplete  bourgeois  form,  democracy  has  enriched  the 
values  of  civilization,  particularly  the  'possibility  of  enriching  them 
still  more.  Capitalism  in  decline,  not  democracy,  now  revolts  against 
civilization  and  degrades  its  value,  for  it  is  the  revolt  against  the 
ideal  of  a creative  democracy  of  free  men  and  women.” 

(pp.  521-22). 

And  this  in  the  name  of  Marxism-Leninism! 

What  we  have  here  is  nothing  but  a metaphysical,  idealistic  con- 
cept of  democracy,  civilization,  and  the  entire  decalogue  of  ideals 
revealed  to  Mr.  Corey  in  the  “American  Dream”.  Should  it  be 
necessary  to  repeat  to  a Marxist  that  democracy  without  class  con- 
tent is  a myth,  that  democracy  under  capitalism  is  never  anything 
but  bourgeois  democracy  because  the  bourgeoisie  found  in  it  the 
most  useful  form  for  its  dictatorship?  Should  it  be  necessary  to 
restate  that  when  monopoly  capital  resorts  to  open,  terroristic  dic- 
tatorship, it  does  not  revolt  against  “the  ideal  of  a creative  democracy” 
but  plainly  discards  bourgeois  democracy  as  a form  of  rule  no 
longer  suited?  Had  Mr.  Corey  included  the  theses  of  the  Com- 
munist International  or  the  writings  of  Joseph  Stalin  among  his 
hundred  and  fifty-odd  source  readings,  almost  all  bourgeois,  he 
would  have  found  that  Communism  traces  no  opposition  in  principle 
between  bourgeois  democracy  and  fascism;  that,  on  the  contrary, 
it  analyzes  bourgeois  democracy  to  be  the  matrix  in  which  fascism  is 
engendered;  that  fascism  is  nothing  but  the  fascization  of  bourgeois 
democracy. 

This  fetishism  of  democracy  as  an  ideal-in-itself  blinds  the 
workers  to  the  realization  of  the  developing  stages  of  fascism,  since 
it  conceals  from  their  eyes  the  bourgeois  sword  hidden  under  the 
mantle  of  “democracy”.  It  thus  leads,  in  the  policy  of  Social-De- 
mocracy, to  collaboration  with  the  bourgeoisie  in  the  very  preparation 
of  fascist  rule.  Fascism  does  not  come  about  because  of  the  defeat 
of  bourgeois  democracy;  it  comes  about  because  bourgeois  democracy 
has  not  been  defeated  by  the  only  force  that  can  defeat  it,  the  pro- 
letariat. As  Clara  Zetkin  declared:  “Fascism  is  the  punishment  of 
the  proletariat  for  failing  to  carry  on  the  revolution  begun  in 
Russia.” 

THE  NEW  FORM  OF  THE  STATE  OF  THE  NEW  TYPE 

The  achievement  of  new  forms  and  fulfillments  that  Mr.  Corey 
assigns  to  Communism  can  come  about  through  the  destruction,  and 
not  through  the  nurturing,  of  bourgeois  democracy.  The  new  form 
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to  be  fulfilled  is  the  proletarian  form  of  proletarian  rule,  the  form 
of  the  new  type  which  the  State  of  the  new  type,  the  dictatorship  of 
the  proletariat,  requires— the  Soviet  form:  Soviet  Power. 

Soviet  Power  is  the  Leninist  development  and  concretization  of 
the  Marxian  theory  of  the  State.  It  represents  the  second,  consum- 
mate stage  in  the  development  of  the  dictatorship  of  the  proletariat 
of  which  the  Paris  Commune,  that  had  not  yet  learned  the  im- 
perativeness of  utterly  shattering  the  bourgeois  State,  was  the  first. 
It  is  the  new  State  apparatus  rendered  necessary  for  the  dictatorship 
of  a class  that,  for  the  first  time  in  history,  exercises  its  power,  not 
to  exploit  and  oppress  the  toiling  masses  of  city  and  country,  but  to 
lead  them,  in  a revolutionary  class  alliance,  through  a qualitatively 
heightened  form  of  class  struggle,  to  the  fulfillment  of  the  tasks 
of  the  revolution.  Soviet  Power,  representing  the  armed  force  of 
the  toiling  people  as  a whole,  closely  and  firmly  connected  with  the 
masses  as  no  State  before  it  has  been,  is  the  instrument  indispensable 
to  the  revolution  in  the  task  of  crushing  the  counter-revolutionary 
resistance  of  the  forces  of  the  old  order  in  their  efforts  to  restore 
themselves  to  power,  and  of  meeting  the  interventionist  designs  of 
world  imperialism.  Constituting  the  most  inclusive,  direct  organiza- 
tions of  all  the  toilers;  facilitating  through  its  basic  organizational 
structures  the  widest  participation  of  the  masses  in  the  work  of  the 
proletarian  State;  stimulating  the  revolutionary  initiative  and  the 
fullest  creative  energy  of  the  masses  through  fostering  in  them  the 
Socialist  consciousness;  Soviet  Power  guarantees  the  fullest,  most 
possible,  democracy  to  the  toiling  population. 

Soviet  Power  is  today  the  central  slogan  of  the  Communist 
Parties  of  the  world.  It  is  the  slogan  corresponding  to  the  elemental 
urge  of  the  masses  in  every  colossal  struggle  'as  it  approaches  the 
proportions  of  revolution.  Soviet  Power,  first  established  in  Russia 
by  the  October  Revolution,  has  since  manifested  its  international 
nature  in  land  after  land  whether  as  achievement  or  as  aspiration. 
Soviet  Power  is  the  form  of  the  revolutionary  dictatorship  of  the  pro- 
letariat and  peasantry  in  China.  Soviet  Republics  were  established 
by  the  proletarian  revolutions  in  Hungary  and  Bavaria.  Workers’ 
and  Soldiers’  Soviets  were  set  up  by  the  proletarian  revolution  in  Ger- 
many in  1918.  Soviets  rose  spontaneously  in  the  course  of  the  revo- 
lutionary struggles  in  Cuban  districts.  Despite  the  still  relatively 
lesser  organizational  strength  of  the  Communists  as  against  that  of 
the  Social-Democrats  and  the  anarcho-syndicalists,  Soviets  held  sway 
in  the  North  of  Spain  in  the  recent  rising.  Soviet  Power — the  way  of 
Bolshevism — has  now  become  the  central  living  slogan  of  the 
proletariat  in  the  entire  world  in  the  present  fast-maturing  revolu- 
tionary crisis.  Only  Soviet  Power  can  be  the  power  of  the  proletariat. 
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Only  through  the  Soviet  form  can  dictatorship  be  the  dictatorship  of 
the  proletariat. 

Herein  lies  the  crux  of  the  entire  issue — why  Mr.  Corey’s  revo- 
lution is  no  proletarian  revolution,  why  his  power  is  no  proletarian 
power,  why  his  dictatorship  is  no  dictatorship  of  the  proletariat: 

He  has  left  out  of  his  fro  gram  the  objective — Soviet  Power ! 

THE  COMMUNIST  PARTY— UNIFIER  AND  LEADER 
OF  THE  WORKING  CLASS 

As  his  way  out  is  not  the  way  out  of  the  working  class,  as  his 
“new  order”  is  not  the  new  order  of  the  proletariat,  so  Mr.  Corey's 
party  is  not  the  Party  of  Bolshevism.  We  have  shown  above  that 
the  party  he  has  in  mind  is  not  the  single  class  vanguard  Party  of 
Marxism-Leninism.  Notwithstanding  the  fact  that  he  professes  to 
select  Communism  rather  than  Social-Democracy  as  the  leadership  of 
the  working  class,  his  Communism  is  not  the  Communism  of  the 
Communist  Party  and  of  the  Communist  International. 

CHANGES,  ORTHOGRAPHIC  AND  OTHERWISE 

In  discussing  the  revolutionary  struggle  for  the  overthrow  of 
capitalism,  he  speaks  of  the  necessity  of  Communist  leadership.  He 
declares: 

“That  is  the  task  of  the  communist  party  and  its  Marxist  pro- 
gram, disciplined  organization,  and  awareness  of  purposes  and  means, 
unifying  all  phases  of  the  proletarian  struggle.”  (p.  567.) 

Upon  reading  this  statement,  we  are  struck  by  what  may  seem  at 
first  glance  a typographical  error  but  which,  as  will  be  seen,  affords 
a clear  insight  into  Mr.  Corey’s  position.  We  have  reference  to  the 
lower-case  spelling  of  Communist  Party. 

Inference  deepens  into  conviction  in  the  light  of  the  following 
fact:  In  the  Autumn  1932  issue  of  The  Modern  Quarterly y Mr. 
Corey  has  an  article  entitled  “The  American  Revolution”,  which 
is  substantially  the  text  of  the  chapter  by  the  same  name  in  The 
Decline  of  American  Capitalism  and  contains  the  passage  cited.  We 
reproduce  here  the  text  of  that  passage  as  it  appeared  in  The  Modern 
Quarterly  (p.  24)  for  comparison  with  its  reproduction  in  Mr.  Co- 
rey’s book.  The  former  version  reads: 

“That  is  the  task  of  the  Communist  Party  and  its  Marxist 
program,  disciplined  organization  and  ideology,  unifying  all  phases 
of  the  proletarian  struggle.” 

We  note  that  here  the  Communist  Party  was  treated  as  an  entity 
having  specific  existence  and  that  it  was  this  Party  which  was  given 
the  task  of  “unifying  all  phases  of  the  proletarian  struggle”. 
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Can  it  be  that  the  whole  matter  is  chargeable  to  the  printer’s 
devil,  or  perhaps,  in  these  days  of  modernism,  to  orthographic  re- 
form? How  then  shall  we  explain  the  following  modification — 
again  to  be  noted  in  comparing  two  identical  passages,  one  in  the 
magazine  referred  to,  the  other  in  the  book? 

In  The  Modem  Quarterly  for  Summer,  1932,  Mr.  Corey  con- 
cluded his  article  entitled  “Monopolistic  Capitalism  and  Imperialism” 
with  the  following  statement: 

“The  forms  of  the  revolutionary  struggle  vary,  from  colonial 
liberation  movements  to  the  direct  proletarian  struggle  for  the  con- 
quest of  the  state  and  intermediate  forms  determined  by  the  economic 
setup  and  the  balance  of  class  power  j but  all  forms  of  the  revo- 
lutionary struggle  are  unified  by  the  strategy  and  tactics  of  the 
Communist  International  [italics  ours]  into  one  struggle  for  the 
annihilation  of  capitalism  and  imperialism.”  (p.  90.) 

The  same  passage  reproduced  as  the  concluding  sentence  of  the 
chapter  entitled  “Prosperity  and  Capitalist  Decline”  in  The  Decline 
of  American  Capitalism  reads: 

“The  immediate  forms  of  the  struggle  vary  in  time  and  place, 
from  colonial  liberation  movements  to  the  direct  proletarian  strug- 
gle for  power  and  intermediate  forms  determined  by  the  stage  of 
the  crisis  and  the  balance  of  class  power  j but  all  forms  of  the 
struggle  are  unified  by  international  communism  [italics  ours]  into 
one  offensive  for  the  annihilation  of  capitalism  and  imperialism,  and 
for  socialism,  the  only  alternative  to  economic  and  cultural  decline 
and  decay.”  (p.  488.) 

No  longer  mere  orthographic  reform.  We  have  here  a reform, 
not  of  the  letter,  but  of  the  spirit  of  the  thing — a reform  that 
amounts  to  a change  of  heart! 

What  has  occurred  since  1932  to  engender  in  Mr.  Corey  a plural- 
istic concept  of  the  Communist  Party  and  to  cause  him  to  dismiss 
the  Communist  International  as  unifier,  by  its  strategy  and  tactics, 
of  all  forms  of  the  revolutionary  struggle? 

Can  we  altogether  disregard  the  striking  coincidence  of  this 
newly-acquired  disposition  to  pluralize  and  liquidate,  and  the  decision, 
reached  since  those  magazine  articles  were  written,  of  a certain 
grouping  of  renegade  counter-revolutionists  to  give  up  its  hollow 
claim  to  being  a “faction  of  Communism”  and  to  regroup  itself  into 
a “Fourth  International”?  We  have  pointed  out  in  the  course  of  this 
discussion  that  on  a number  of  fundamental  issues,  Mr.  Corey’s 
theories  savor  of  Trotzkyism.  It  is  significant  that  since  the  autumn 
of  1932  he  has  renounced  the  program  of  “unifying  the  struggle  of 
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the  Negro  in  its  racial,  national  and  class  aspects”*  (our  italics)  for 
“unifying  the  struggle  of  the  Negro  in  its  racial  and  class  aspects”** 
— the  position  of  Trotzkyism  (and  of  Menshevism  generally)  which 
denies  the  national  liberation  character  of  the  struggle  of  the  Negro 
people,  thus,  on  the  one  hand,  hushing  up  the  special  form  of  national 
oppression  to  which  the  Negroes  are  subjected,  and,  on  the  other, 
robbing  the  American  working  class  of  a natural,  historical  revo- 
lutionary ally. 

The  “communist  party”  in  small  letters  is  obviously  a generality 
designed  for  the  convenience  of  all  claimants  to  that  term,  and,  by 
the  same  token,  to  give  “scope”  to  the  allegiance  of  the  writer. 
It  is  not  material  at  this  point  to  specify  in  which  of  the  camps  of 
spurious  “communism”  such  quest  for  scope  will  lead  the  seeker. 
In  like  manner,  “international  communism”  is  so  much  “broader” 
than  the  “official”  “Stalinist”  Communist  International!  You  may,  if 
you  desire,  “broaden”  the  thing  out  to  include  even  the  Two-and-a- 
Half  International,  should  it  be  re-formed  (someone  did  say  at  the 
dismal  Second  International  Congress  that  it  “may  have  been 
buried  too  soon”);  and,  by  the  most  recent  Trotzkyist  portents  in 
France,  why  not  also  the  Second?  In  short,  you  may  in  this  manner 
broaden  out  your  “communism”  to  include  everything — but  Com- 
munism. 

SUMMARY 

This  is  the  inevitable  outcome  of  Mr.  Corey’s  failure  to  base 
himself  fully  on  the  Leninist  teachings  on  imperialism  and  theory 
of  revolution.  This  primary  failure  accounts  for  his  inability  to 
recognize  clearly  the  hegemonic  role  of  the  proletariat  and  the  place 
of  the  Communist  Party  as  the  vanguard  Party  of  the  working  class. 
It  accounts  for  his  completely  ignoring  the  historic  organiza- 
tional split,  and  for  his  accepting  traditional  Social-Democracy  as 
a party  leading  the  working  class  through  “moderate”  ways  to  Social- 
ism instead  of  seeing  in  reformist-socialism  the  main  social  pillar  of 
the  bourgeoisie.  It  accounts,  hence,  for  his  endeavors  to  combine 
with — that  is,  substitute  for — the  revolutionary  program  of  Bol- 
shevism, the  Menshevik  program  of  “democratic”,  peaceful  “growth 
into  socialism”,  which  means,  as  recent  history  has  all  too  clearly 
shown,  growth  into  fascism.  It  accounts  for  his  failure  to  grasp  the 
dialectic  connection  between  the  struggles  for  immediate  gains  and 
the  Socialist  goal,  and  for  his  consequent  underestimation  of  these 
struggles  and  the  basis  they  supply  for  unifying  the  working  class 
for  its  historic  task  of  the  revolutionary  overthrow  of  capitalism. 

* The  Modern  Quarterly , Autumn,  1932,  p.  28. 

**  The  Decline  of  American  Capitalism,  p.  5 73, 
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FOREWORD 


The  purpose  of  this  pamphlet  is  to  establish  and  formu- 
late the  real  issues  of  this  election  campaign  and  to  show  the 
attitude  of  the  various  political  parties  towards  them. 

An  election  campaign,  no  matter  how  important,  seldom 
setttles  matters.  It  merely  enables  the  various  classes  and 
groups  better  to  mobilize  their  forces  for  future  struggles 
inside  and  outside  of  the  legislative  and  executive  organs  of 
the  government. 


It  is  in  this  way  that  the  election  campaign  must  be  uti- 
lized by  the  workers  and  poor  farmers  of  this  country  if  they 
are  to  gain  anything  at  all  by  participating  in  the  coming 

^election. 


But  in  order  to  achieve  this  end,  the  toiling  masses  inust 
make  sure  that  they  possess  a clear  and  definite  understand- 
* ing  of  the  problems  confronting  them  and  of  the  real  issues 
5 that  are  at  stake  between  themselves  and  the  capitalist 
' exploiters. 

The  following  is  an  attempt,  by  means  of  questions  and 
v answers,  to  show  the  attitude  of  each  social  group  and  their 
respective  political  parties  to  the  fundamental  as  well  as 
' ' immediate  questions  that  are  determining  the  present  day 
v class  struggle  in  the  United  States. 
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1.  What  are  the  main  parties  and  political  groupings  at 
present  in  the  United  States? 

A.  The  Republican  Party. 

B.  The  Democratic  Party. 

C.  The  Socialist-LaFollette-Gompers  alliance. 

D.  The  Workers  (Communist)  Party. 

2.  What  class  of  people  do  these  parties  represent?  In 
whose  interests  are  they  speaking  and  fighting? 

The  Republican  Party. — Large  bankers,  industrialists  and 
merchants.  Wall  Street.  Grain  and  other  speculators.  Rich 
farmers.  Rich  middle  classes  of  the  western  cities. 

The  Democratic  Party. — Big  capital  and  Wall  Street,  plus 
the  landholding  aristocracy  of  the  south,  plus  the  rich  middle 
classes  of  the  eastern  cities. 

Socialist-LaFollette-Gompers  alliance.  — Small  bankers, 
merchants,  and  manufacturers.  More  or  less  well-to-do 
farmers.  The  so-called  liberal  petty  bourgeoisie,  and  the 
labor  aristocracy  and  labor  bureaucracy  who  have  submitted 
to  a bourgeois  point  of  view. 

Workers  Party. — Class  conscious  workers,  the  wage- 
earning proletariat,  and  the  poorest  sections  of  the  farmers. 

3.  What  is  their  attitude  to  capitalist  control  and  exploi- 
tation of  the  wealth  of  the  nation? 

Republican  Pary. — Absolutely  in  favor  of  it.  Determined 
to  maintain  this  control  by  all  means  and  at  all  costs. 

Democratic  Party. — The  same  attitude.  Only  when  they 
are  out  of  office  they  are  prone  to  shed  a tear  for  the  “com- 
mon people”  in  order  that  the  latter  assist  them  in  getting 
back  into  office.  That’s  what’s  happening  in  the  present  elec- 
tion campaign. 

Socialist-LaFollettte-Gompers  alliance. — In  favor  of  it. 
Only  this  system  of  capitalist  control  must  be  so  modified  as 
to  permit  the  small  capitalist  a larger  share  of  the  total  profits 
which  are  being  squeezed  out  of  the  toiling  masses.  That’s 
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what  is  meant  by  “busting  the  trusts”  and  by  going  “back 
to  1776.” 

Remark. — The  Socialist  Party,  which  forms  part  of  the 
alliance,  is  committed  by  its  program  to  the  abolition  of  the 
present  system.  But  since  it  discarded  the  class  struggle, 
which  is  the  only  means  of  bringing  about  such  a change,  and 
since  it  surrendered  to  LaB'lollette-Gompers,  and  accepted 
their  leadership,  the  Socialist  Party  must  be  placed  in  the 
same  column  as  Gompers  and  LaFollette. 

Workers  Party. — Unconditionally  and  unalterably  op- 
posed to  it.  Determined  to  spare  no  efforts  in  educating  and 
organizing  the  working  class  for  a revolutionary  struggle  for 
power,  which,  when  secured,  will  enable  the  toiling  masses  to 
abolish  the  present  system  and  to  restore  the  wealth  of  the 
nation  to  those  who  produce  it. 

4.  Shall  the  people  take  over  the  ownership,  control, 
and  management  of  the  banks,  railroads,  coal  mines,  grain 
elevators,  and  all  other  monopolistic  organizations  of  capital? 

Republican  Party. — No,  under  no  circumstances.  Be- 
cause this  will  spell  the  end  to  the  profits  and  power  of  the 
capitalist  class. 

Democratic  Party. — The  same  attitude. 

Socialist-LaFollettte-Gompers  alliance. — No,  not  exactly 
in  this  way.  And  then  there  is  some  difference  of  opinion  in 
our  family  on  the  entire  proposition.  Gompers  will  have  none 
of  it.  LaFollette,  on  the  other  hand,  would  favor  public  own- 
ership for  some,  and  public  control  for  other  monopolized 
enterprises,  but  he  refuses  to  say  who  the  public  is  to  be:  the 
capitalists  alone,  the  producers  alone,  or  both  together.  And 
the  Socialists,  whose  program  calls  for  the  nationalization  of 
industries,  have  surrendered  to  Gompers  and  LaFollette,  con- 
sequently, their  program  does  not  count. 

Workers  Party. — Yes.  By  organizing  an  independent 
political  party  of  workers  and  poor  farmers  and  by  waging  a 
struggle  for  the  establishment  of  a workers  and  farmers 
government. 

5.  To  whom  shall  belong  the  land? 

Republican  Party. — To  the  capitalist  corporations,  and  to 
the  rich  farmers. 

Democratic  Party. — The  same  attitude. 

Socialist-LaFollette-Gompers  alliance.  — To  those  who 
hold  it. 

Workers  Party. — To  the  users.  To  those  who  till  it. 
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6.  What  form  of  government  do  they  favor? 

Republican  Party. — Preferably  the  present  form  of  gov- 
ernment, which  because  of  its  democratic  camouflage,  very 
effectively  conceals  its  real  nature,  which  is  a capitalist  dicta- 
torship. Should,  however,  this  present  sham  democracy  prove 
incapable  of  coping  with  the  growing  urge  of  the  masses  to 
power,  we  shall  discard  the  mask  of  democracy  and  will  func- 
tion as  an  open  capitalist  dictatorship,  on  the  style  of  Musso- 
lini’s Pascisti  regime  in  Italy,  for  which  regime  Morgan,  Gary, 
and  Dawes,  have  already  expressed  their  unbounded  admira- 
tion. 

Democratic  Party. — The  same  attitude. 

Socialist-LaFollette-Gompers  alliance. — The  present  capi- 
talist form  of  government.  Only  its  machinery  should  be 
managed  by  people  of  liberal  views  who  believe  in  the  consti- 
tution. 

Workers  Party. — A soviet  form  of  government.  A work- 
ers and  farmers  government.  A government  which  will  dis- 
arm the  capitalists  and  arm  the  working  class. 

7.  What  do  they  propose  to  do  to  prevent  the  repetition 
of  Teapot  Dome  and  similar  practices? 

Republican  Party. — Nothing.  They  will  keep  altogether 
quiet  about  Denby,  Fall,  and  Daugherty,  and  will  continue 
praising  to  the  skies  the  uprightness,  honesty,  and  integrity 
of  their  standard-bearer,  Calvin  Coolidge. 

Democratic  Party. — During  the  campaign  they  will  vio- 
lently attack  the  Republican  administration  for  the  oil  and 
other  scandals.  They  will  quite  naturally  forget  the  oil  record 
of  McAdoo.  And  if  they  get  into  office  they  will  maintain  the 
same  system  of  government  with  all  the  consequences  that 
this  system  produces. 

Socialist-LaFollette-Gompers  alliance. — They  will  place 
the  guilt  for  Teapot  Dome  at  the  doors  of  both  old  parties. 
They  will  explain  the  reason  for  these  scandals  by  the  fact 
that  the  two  old  parties  are  controlled  by  special  privilege  and 
by  monopolized  capital.  And  they  will  maintain  that  the  only 
way  to  prevent  the  repetition  of  such  scandals  is  by  electing 
an  “honest  government,”  that  is,  a government  controlled  by 
smaller  capitalists. 

Workers  Party. — Teapot  Dome  is  a natural  product  of  the 
present  system  of  government,  which  is  a government  by  and 
for  the  capitalists.  Teapot  Dome  is  no  more  scandalous  and 
outrageous  than  the  bloody  profiteering  during  the  war,  or 
the  ruination  of  the  working  class  youth  by  murderously 
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exploiting  child  labor,  or  the  eviction  of  strikers  from  then- 
homes,  or  the  suppression  of  strikes  by  injunction  and  mili- 
tary force.  Teapot  Dome  is  just  as  natural  and  “beautiful” 
a flower  as  any  of  the  manifold  brutalities  of  capitalist  rule. 
The  way  to  prevent  the  occurrence  of  Teapot  Dome  and  simi- 
lar practices  is  for  the  workers  and  poor  farmers  to  wrest  the 
power  out  of  the  hands  of  the  capitalists  and  establish  a gov- 
ernment of  their  own. 

8.  What  do  they  think  of  “law  and  order?” 

Republican  Party. — In  favor  of  it.  That  is  to  say,  law 

and  order  must  be  always  enforced  in  the  interests  of  the 
capitalists,  which  means  to  keep  the  toiling  masses  in  sub- 
jection and  to  enable  the  capitalists  to  extract  from  the 
masses  the  maximum  amount  of  profit.  Any  attempt  by  the 
masses  to  resist  exploitation,  whether  by  strikes,  demonstra- 
tions, or  otherwise,  is  to  be  considered  a serious  menace  to 
law  and  order  and  mercilessly  suppressed. 

Democratic  Party. — The  same  attitude. 

Social ist-LaFoliette-Gompers  alliance.  — In  favor  of  it, 
with  certain  modifications.  Namely,  that  law  and  order  be 
enforced  with  a sense  of  impartiality  and  that  capital  and 
labor  both  be  held  equally  responsible  before  the  law.  But 
when  the  exploited  masses  begin  showing  signs  of  unreason- 
ableness, thus  endangering  the  present  capitalist  order  of 
society,  then,  of  course,  the  government  is  in  duty  bound  to 
enforce  “law  and  order”  in  the  interests  of  the  capitalists. 

Workers  Party. — Unalterably  opposed  to  capitalist  law 
and  order.  As  long  as  the  capitalists  continue  in  power,  law 
and  order  can  mean  nothing  else  but  the  subjection  of  the 
masses  in  the  interests  of  capitalist  exploitation.  We  favor 
only  one  kind  of  law  and  order,  the  kind  that  will  be  estab- 
lished by  a workers  and  farmers  government. 

9.  Shall  the  workers  have  a right  to  organize  and 
strike? 

Republican  Party. — No,  absolutely  not,  if  we  can  help  it. 

Democratic  Party. — The  same  attitude. 

Social ist-LaFo I lette-Gompers  alliance. — Yes,  but  with  the 
following  reservations:  That  the  labor  organizations  refrain 
as  much  as  possible  from  going  into  strikes  and  that  instead 
they  better  come  to  an  agreement  with  the  bosses  for  peace- 
ful and  harmonious  co-operation,  even  at  the  cost  of  sacri- 
ficing the  interests  of  labor,  particularly  those  sections  that 
are  considered  unskilled  and  are,  as  a rule,  unorganized. 

Workers  Party. — Yes,  absolutely  so.  The  workers  must 
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be  organized,  all  the  workers — skilled  and  unskilled.  They 
should  use  the  strike  as  extensively  as  possible  in  defense  of 
their  interests,  irrespective  of  how  much  this  may  hurt  the 
capitalists.  Or,  rather,  the  more  it  hurts  the  better,  because 
it  is  only  by  hurting  the  capitalists  that  the  workers  can  hope 
to  get  something  for  themselves  and  their  families. 

10.  Shall  we  permit  the  eviction  of  strikers  from  their 
homes  if  the  latter  happen  to  be  owned  by  the  capitalists? 

Republican  Party. — Sure.  Private  property  is  sacred.  It 
must  be  protected  always  and  at  all  costs.  Incidentally,  the 
eviction  of  strikers  from  their  homes  has  proven  to  be  a pow- 
erful weapon  for  breaking  strikes  and  for  driving  the  workers 
back  into  slavery. 

Democratic  Party. — The  same  attitude. 

Socialist-LaFoliette-Gompers  alliance. — We  believe  in 
the  right  of  private  property.  However,  we  should  try  in  all 
cases  where  it  becomes  necessary  to  evict  strikers,  speedily  to 
adjust  the  conflict  thus  avoiding  unpleasant  consequences  for 
everyone  concerned. 

Workers  Party. — No,  under  no  circumstances.  The  work- 
ers and  their  organizations  should  have  the  right  to  resist 
eviction  by  force.  A law  should  immediately  be  enacted  mak- 
ing eviction  a serious  crime  to  be.  punished  as  severely,  at 
least,  as  robbery  or  burglary. 

11.  Shall  we  permit  the  use  of  the  police,  militia,  federal 
troops  and  company  gunmen  to  drive  striking  workmen  back 
to  work? 

Republican  Party. — Yes,  by  all  means.  Law  and  order 
demands  that  this  be  done. 

Democratic  Party. — The  same  attitude. 

Socialist-LaFoliette-Gompers  alliance. — No.  That’s  too 
brutal  a way  of  settling  strikes,  particularly  such  strikes  as 
do  not  directly  and  immediately  endanger  the  existing  capi- 
talist order  of  society.  If  the  military  is  to  be  used  at  all  in 
labor  disputes,  it  should  be  done  in  a manner  “impartial”  to 
both  sides.  In  practice  this  means  in  favor  of  the  capitalists. 

Workers  Party. — No.  A law  should  be  passed  forbidding 
the  use  of  the  police  and  the  military  in  labor  disputes.  The 
use  of  company  gunmen  should  be  outlawed  and  punished  the 
same  as  murder  in  the  first  degree.  In  addition,  the  entire 
organized  labor  movement  must  stand  ready  with  all  its  re- 
sources to  fight  against  the  use  of  the  military  for  strike- 
breaking purposes. 
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12.  Shall  we  permit  the  courts  to  issue  injunctions 
against  strikes? 

Republican  Party. — Yes.  It’s  a good  weapon  to  fight  the 
workers. 

Democratic  Party. — The  same  attitude. 

Socialist-LaFollette-Gompers  alliance. — No.  But  as  long 
as  the  courts  enjoy  the  right  to  issue  injunctions,  the  workers 
must  be  careful  not  to  defy  the  courts.  Because  to  defy  the 
courts  means  to  fight  the  government,  and  no  patriotic  Amer- 
ican working  man  would  think  of  fighting  “his”  government. 

Workers  Party. — No.  With  no  huts  about  it.  Only  the 
organized  and  active  opposition  of  the  labor  movement 
against  the  use  of  injunctions  will  put  a stop  to  this  outrag- 
eous practice. 

13.  Shall  we  enact  special  legislation  to  outlaw  and 
persecute  foreign  born  workers? 

Republican  Party. — Yes,  but  we  must  not  put  it  that  way. 
We  must  do  all  in  our  power  to  terrorize  the  foreign  born 
workers,  frighten  them  away  from  unions  and  strikes  and 
prevent  them  generally  from  uniting  with  the  native  workers 
in  common  struggles  against  the  capitalists.  Such  laws  as,  for 
instance,  registering,  photographing  and  finger-printing  the 
foreign  born  workers  would  go  a long  way  towards  the  de- 
struction of  the  American  labor  movement. 

Democratic  Party. — The  same  attitude. 

Socialist-LaFollette-Gompers  alliance. — We  are  not  quite 
united  on  that.  LaFollette  wouldn’t  mind  it.  The  small  capi- 
talists and  rich  farmers  whom  he  represents  have  no  par- 
ticular sympathy  for  the  labor  movement.  Gompers,  who,  by 
the  nature  of  his  position  is  compelled  to  render  some  meas- 
ure of  lip-service  to  the  labor  movement,  will  say,  of  course, 
that  he  is  against  it.  But  he,  too,  has  no  use  for  the  masses 
of  foreign  born  workers,  and  will,  therefore,  do  what  he  did 
so  far,  that  is,  nothing,  to  protect  the  foreign  born  workers 
from  persecutions.  The  Socialists  are  committed  to  fight, 
but,  having  surrendered  to  Gompers  and  LaFollette,  they 
don’t  count. 

Workers  Party. — No.  We  shall  fight  with  all  our  might 
against  any  attempt  to  enact  exception  laws  against  the  for- 
eign born  workers.  Our  aim  will  always  be  to  bring  together 
the  entire  working  class  of  the  country,  foreign  born  and 
native,  on  the  economic  field  and  on  the  political,  for  a com- 
mon struggle  against  the  capitalists  and  their  government. 
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14.  Shall  we  adopt  the  scheme  of  the  Secretary  of 
Labor,  Davis,  for  selective  immigration? 

Republican  Party. — We  should,  of  course.  The  sooner 
the  better.  Because  this  scheme  means  giving  into  the  hands 
of  the  capitalists  the  full  power  to  determine  the  kind  and  the 
number  of  new  workers  to  be  admitted  into  the  country.  Par- 
icularly  because  this  scheme  for  selective  immigration  will 
enable  the  capitalists  and  their  government  to  close  the  gate 
to  those  workers  from  oversea  who  are  “tainted”  with  union- 
ism and  with  a fighting  spirit  against  capitalism.  These 
troublesome  workers  we  can  easily  exclude  on  the  patriotic 
ground  that  they  offer  poor  racial  material  for  Americani- 
zation. 

Democratic  Party. — The  same  attitude. 

Socialist-LaFollette-Gompers  alliance.  — Gompers  says, 
yes.  We  have  got  to  select  our  new  immigrants  in  such  a way 
as  to  exclude  all  those  which  are  likely  to  become  militant 
fighters  in  the  cause  of  labor.  These  fellows  are  almost  cer- 
tain to  join  the  left-wing  and  become  a nuisance  to  the  “regu- 
lar” leadership  of  the  American  Federation  of  Labor.  LaFol- 
lette  and  the  Socialists  have  not  yet  made  up  their  mind. 

Workers  Party. — No.  We  are  opposed  to  the  scheme  for 
selective  immigration,  and  for  precisely  the  same  reasons  that 
the  capitalists  and  Gompers  are  in  favor  of  it.  Namely,  be- 
cause it  will  strengthen  the  capitalists  and  weaken  the 
workers. 

15.  Shall  we  continue  to  outlaw  and  persecute  the 
Negroes? 

Republican  Party. — Yes,  but  we  mustn’t  say  so.  Here 
is  what  we  want.  We  want  the  Negroes  to  be  persecuted, 
terrorized  and  outraged,  preferably  with  the  assistance  of 
white  workers.  The  result  will  be  beneficial  to  us  in  three 
ways.  First,  a terrified  and  hounded  Negro  will  consent  to 
work  under  almost  any  labor  conditions.  Second,  hatred  to 
the  white  worker  will  make  of  the  Negro  splendid  material 
for  breaking  strikes,  and  for  “open  shop”  campaigns.  Third, 
it  will  give  us  a great  issue  against  the  Democratic  Party. 

Democratic  Party. — Yes,  but  it  is  a pity  we  can’t  handle 
the  matter  the  same  way  the  Republicans  do. 

Socialist-LaFollette-Gompers  alliance.  — It  is  a ticklish 
proposition,  so  we  bettter  keep  quiet  about  it.  On  this  point 
there  is  complete  unanimity  between  the  Socialists,  LaFollette 
and  Gompers. 

Workers  Party. — No,  of  course  not.  We  favor  the  imme- 
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diate  abolition  of  all  civil,  political  and  other  limitations  im- 
posed upon  the  Negro  by  the  slave-holding  aristocracy  of  the 
south  and  by  the  capitalists  of  the  country.  We  favor  the 
most  drastic  measures  against  all  those  guilty  of  persecuting 
and  outraging  Negroes.  We  shall  bend  all  our  energy  tov/arc 
bringing  together  the  white  worker  and  the  Negro  worker  on 
the  economic  and  on  the  political  field  for  a common  struggle 
against  capitalism. 

16.  What  should  be  done  to  relieve  the  conditions  of  the 
unemployed? 

Republican  Party. — Nothing.  The  less  we  bother  about 
the  unemployed  the  better.  First,  because  there  is  very  little 
we  can  do  without  sacrificing  part  of  the  profits  of  the  capital- 
ists. Second,  because  a little  unemployment  always  helps  the 
capitalists  to  beat  down  the  demands  of  the  workers  who  are 
employed,  and,  third,  because  no  matter  what  we  do  for  the 
unemployed,  we  cannot  do  away  with  unemployment  without 
doing  away  with  the  capitalist  system. 

Democratic  Party. — The  same  attitude. 

Sociaiist-LaFollette-Gompers  alliance. — Our  sympathies 
are  all  with  the  unemployed.  We  wish  work  could  be  found  for 
them  but  really  we  cannot  see  how  this  is  to  be  done,  unless 
through  hard  and  bitter  fighting  against  the  capitalists  and 
their  governnment.  This,  however,  we  cannot  advise,  nor  can 
we  support  it,  because  we  ourselves  are  just  as  much  afraid 
of  serious  class  conflicts  as  are  the  big  capitalists  that  control 
the  Republican  and  Democratic  Parties. 

Workers  Party. — The  capitalists  and  their  government 
should  be  compelled  to  either  find  employment  for  the  unem- 
ployed (by  seizing  shut  down  factories  and  running  them  in 
the  interests  of  the  workers,  under  the  latter’s  control,  by 
inaugurating  public  works,  etc.)  or  to  maintain  them  and  their 
families  at  union  scale  wages.  And,  as  between  themselves, 
the  workers  should  establish  the  practice  of  dividing  up 
among  themselves  all  the  work  in  the  industry.  The  unem- 
ployed should  be  organized  in  special  councils  of  unemployed, 
which,  jointly  with  the  unions,  shall  fight  for  the  relief  of  the 
unemployed. 

17.  Shall  we  permit  the  degeneration  of  the  working 
class  youth  which  is  being  caused  by  the  employment  and  ex- 
ploitation of  child  labor? 

Republican  Party. — Yes.  The  capitalists  must  have  a 
constant  supply  of  child  labor.  It  is  cheaper  and  more  docile. 
It  helps  to  beat  down  the  wages  of  the  grown-up  worker.  As 
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for  the  moral  and  physical  degeneration  of  the  working  class 
youth,  this  is  perfectly  all  right.  For  the  continued  rule  of  the 
capitalists  it  is  much  better  that  the  workers  be  degenerates 
than  healthy,  buoyant,  and  militant  human  beings. 

Democratic  Party. — The  same  attitude. 

Social ist-LaFollette-Gompers  alliance. — No.  We’d  rather 
see  child  labor  abolished,  but  we  must  see  it  through  in  a 
regular,  constitutional  way.  We  must  take  our  chance  on  a 
sufficient  number  of  state  legislatures  ratifying  the  constitu- 
tional amendment  and  then  on  the  referendum  itself.  Mean- 
while, a generation  of  workers  may  be  ruined,  but  we  must  be 
patient  and  persevering.  Justice  will  triumph  in  the  end. 

Workers  Party. — No.  Child  labor  must  be  fought  tooth 
and  nail  by  the  entire  organized  labor  movement  of  the  coun- 
try. The  state  legislatures  will  never  ratify  the  constitutional 
amendment  unless  driven  to  it  by  the  organized  power  of  the 
workers  on  the  economic  and  political  field.  Don’t  be  patient. 
Fight,  and  fight  hard.  ' 

18.  Shall  the  workers  and  poor  farmers  have  a political 
party  of  their  own,  a Farmer-Labor  Party? 

Republican  Party. — No.  Political  parties  are  instruments 
for  class  struggle.  If  the  workers  and  poor  farmers  unite  into 
a party  of  their  own,  they  will  immediately  make  life  very 
uncomfortable  for  ourselves  as  a pary,  and  for  the  capitalists 
whom  we  represent.  Eventually,  such  a farmer-labor  party 
may  become  a serious  contender  for  power  and  then  the  foun- 
dations of  capitalism  will  begin  to  crumble.  Particularly  if 
the  Farmer-Labor  Party  will  be  controlled  by  the  workers, 
and  led  by  a militant  revolutionary  leadership.  No,  we  don’t 
want  a Farmer-Labor  Party.  It  is  too  dangerous  a proposi- 
tion. 

Democratic  Party. — The  same  attitude. 

Socialist-LaFollette-Gompers  alliance. — No,  the  Social- 
ists to  the  contrary  notwithstanding.  The  latter  will  accept 
what  Gompers  and  LaFollette  propose.  As  to  Gompers  and 
LaFollette  both  are  agreed  that  a Farmer-Labor  Party  is  no 
good.  Both  are  at  present  engaged  in  destroying  whatever 
little  beginning  has  been  made  on  the  road  to  the  formation 
of  such  a party.  Gompers  is  opposed  to  any  and  all  new  third 
parties.  He  has  made  it  clear  that  in  supporting  LaFollette 
he  has  not  changed  one  iota  his  attitude  of  opposition  toward 
a Farmer-Labor  Party.  On  the  contrary,  Gompers  has 
wrested  from  the  LaFollette  movement  complete  control  over 
the  endorsement  over  local,  state,  and  congressional  candi- 
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dates,  which  he  disposes  of  in  accord  with  his  old  policy  of: 
Rewarding  friends  and  punishing  enemies  on  the  ticket  of  the 
Republican  and  Democratic  parties.  Gompers  is  opposed  to 
a Farmer-Labor  Party  for  precisely  the  same  reasons  as  the 
Republicans  and  Democrats. 

The  same  or  almost  the  same  is  true  of  LaFollette. 
Though  he  may  desire  to  have  a new  third  pary,  he  wants  that 
party  to  be  the  political  expression  of  small  capital  and  rich 
farmers.  These  are  the  classes  he  represents  and  cares  for. 
He  knows  that  the  classes  which  he  represents  are  by  them- 
selves not  sufficiently  numerous  to  build  a big,  strong  party, 
for  this  reason  he  is  extremely  anxious  to  secure  the  support 
of  the  larger  masses  of  workers  and  poor  farmers.  He  is 
afraid  that  if  these  masses  form  a pary  of  their  own,  a Farmer- 
Labor  Party,  they  will  fight  their  own  battles  in  their  own 
interests,  and  against  the  parties  of  the  capitalists,  LaFol- 
lette’s  party  included.  For  the  moment  a Farmer-Labor  Party 
might  be  much  more  dangerous  to  small  capital  than  it  would 
be  to  big  capital.  That  is  why  the  LaFollete  movement  is  so 
hostile  to  a party  of  workers  and  poor  farmers. 

Workers  Party. — Yes,  by  all  means.  Without  a party  of 
their  own,  politics  for  the  workers  becomes  a farce.  It  means 
helping  other  classes — big,  medium  and  small  capital — to 
fasten  even  tighter  their  grip  over  the  working  masses.  If 
the  small  capitalists  and  rich  farmers  want  their  own  party, 
let  them  go  to  it.  But  the  workers  and  poor  farmers  have  no 
business  in  such  a combination.  They  have  their  own  inter- 
ests to  defend,  which  are  antagonistic  to  he  interests  of  all 
capitalist  groups,  big,  medium,  and  little.  Therefore,  let  us 
have  a Farmer-Labor  Party. 

19.  Shall  we  recognize  and  resume  commercial  relations 
with  Soviet  Russia? 

Republican  Party. — No.  Soviet  Russia  is  being  ruled  by 
a government  of  workers  and  poor  farmers.  This  govern- 
ment has  come  into  power  as  a result  of  a mighty  revolution- 
ary uprising  on  the  part  of  the  toiling  masses,  determined  to 
uproot  capitalism  and  establish  a system  of  Communist 
equality  and  human  brotherhood.  For  this  reason  the  mere 
existence  of  the  soviet  state  becomes  a standing  challenge 
to  capitalism  all  over  the  world,  a menace  to  the  foundations 
of  the  old  order,  and  an  encouragement  to  the  workers  of  all 
countries  to  follow  the  example  of  their  Russian  brothers. 
To  recognize  and  to  resume  commercial  relations  with  Soviet 
Russia  is  to  strengthen  the  Soviet  government  of  the  workers 
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and  farmers  and  to  assist  in  he  upbuilding  of  the  new  socialist 
order  in  Russia.  No,  to  this  we  are  unalterably  opposed. 
There  is  only  one  condition  upon  which  we  might  consider 
recognition.  Namely,  that  the  Soviet  government  make  such 
changes  in  its  constitution,  and  grants  such  concessions  to 
the  American  capitalists  (control  of  the  railroads,  banks,  nat- 
ural resources,  and  foreign  trade)  as  will  surely  undermine 
the  power  of  the  workers  and  poor  farmers  and  will  enable 
the  Russian  nobility  and  bourgeoisie  together  with  the  Amer- 
ican capitalists  to  become  the  ruling  power  in  Russia. 

Democratic  Party. — The  same  attitude. 

Socialist-LaFollette-Gompers  alliance. — No,  and  yes.  The 
Socialists  are  in  favor  of  it.  But  since  this  means  a political 
fight  which  will  antagonize  the  Gompers  crowd  and  the  petty 
bourgeoisie  and  still  further  alienate  them  from  he  Socialist 
Party,  then  the  Socialist  Party  prefers  to  keep  quiet  about  it. 

LaFollette  would  have  no  objection  to  the  Soviet  govern- 
ment being  recognized.  In  fact,  he  once  favored  it  because 
some  of  the  middle  and  smaller  capitalists  whom  he  repre- 
sents thought  they  might  derive  good  profits  from  commercial 
intercourse  with  Soviet  Russia,  which  is  true  even  now.  But 
at  present  LaFollette  is  running  for  president,  and  the  parties 
of  big  capital  are  attempting  to  plaster  him  “red.”  LaFollette 
also  feels  that  Gompers,  too,  must  be  pleased.  Therefore, 
LaFollette  does  what  the  Socialists  do:  nothing.  He  merely 
keeps  quiet. 

Gompers  is  unalterably  opposed  to  it,  for  the  same  rea- 
sons that  the  capitalists  are,  plus  one  reason  of  his  own, 
namely,  that  the  recognition  of  Soviet  Russia  might 
strengthen  the  prestige  of  the  left-wing  in  the  American  labor 
movement,  thereby  endangering  the  existence  of  Gompers 
and  his  reactionary  machine. 

Workers  Party. — Yes.  The  existence  and  successful  de- 
velopment of  Soviet  Russia  means  strength  and  power  to  the 
working  masses  all  over  the  world.  The  workers  and  poor 
farmers  of  Russia  have  earned  the  undying  gratitude  of  the 
oppressed  masses  of  every  other  nation  by  successfully  chal- 
lenging and  defeating  capitalist  rule  in  their  own  country  and 
by  raising  the  banner  of  social  revolt  throughout  the  world. 
Soviet  Russia  is  the  only  power  on  earth  that  works  for  real 
peace  and  brotherhood  between  the  toiling  masses  of  every 
nation.  Soviet  Russia  is  the  only  power  on  earth  that  has 
renounced  every  vestige  of  imperialist  ambition,  that  stands 
for  and  practices  the  principles  of  complete  self  determina- 
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tion  of  nations,  and  that  lives  every  day  of  its  life  in  true 
accord  with  the  maxim:  Live,  and  let  live.  To  recognize  and 
to  resume  commercial  relations  with  Soviet  Russia  also  means 
more  work  for  American  industries,  and  less  unemployment 
for  American  workers.  We  favor  and  stand  ready  to  fight  for 
the  complete  and  unconditional  recognition  of,  and  re- 
sumption of  trade  relations  with,  the  Union  of  Socialist 
Soviet  Republics. 

20.  Shall  we  permit  the  use  of  the  navy,  the  marines, 
and  the  army  to  enslave  other  nations  in  the  interests  of  our 
capitalists  as  we  now  do  in  he  Caribbean  and  Latin-America, 
in  the  Philippines,  and  in  China? 

Republican  Party. — Yes,  because  this  is  the  essence  of 
imperialism  which  in  turn  is  the  very  life  of  present  day  capi- 
talism. Our  capitalists  want  profits.  Big  profits.  Extra 
profits.  They  want  profits  because  profits  mean  power  and 
power  means  still  more  profits.  They  want  to  enslave  and 
exploit  the  weaker  nations  because  it  brings  them  a higher 
rate  of  profit  (extra  profit)  than  can  be  derived  from  invest- 
ments in  home  industries.  By  means  of  these  extra  profits, 
our  capitalists  are  enabled  to  buy  off  and  get  the  support  of 
certain  sections  of  labor,  and  of  the  reactionary  labor  leaders. 
Therefore,  to  forbid  the  use  of  the  military  forces  of  the  coun- 
try for  the  enslavement  of  weaker  nations  would  mean  strik- 
ing a death  blow  at  the  very  foundations  of  the  capitalist 
order  of  society.  Yes,  we  favor  the  continuation  of  the  old 
practice  which  is  bringing  such  splendid  results  in  the  Carib- 
bean, in  Latin-America,  etc. 

Democratic  Party. — The  same  attitude.  Only  when  out 
of  office,  as  we  happen  to  be  now,  we  must  speak  very  loud 
about  our  friendship  to  our  little  sisters  in  Latin-America,  to 
our  little  brothers  in  China,  and  to  every  other  nation  in  he 
world. 

Socialist-LaFollette-Gompers  alliance. — No.  We  are  op- 
posed to  it.  Only  we  do  not  know  how  to  do  away  with  it. 
except  by  denunciation.  Or,  rather,  we  do  know,  but  we  are 
not  ready  to  do  it.  We  know  that  the  way  to  abolish  the  prac- 
tice of  enslaving  weak  nations  for  the  aggrandizement  of  the 
capitalists  of  strong  nations  is  not  by  attacking  or  denouncing 
this  or  that  capitalist  government,  but  by  overthrowing  en- 
tirely the  rule  of  capitalism  and  substituting  for  it  the  rule  of 
the  workers  and  poor  farmers.  But  that  would  mean  a social 
revolution,  a proletarian  dictatorship,  and  the  total  liquidation 
of  the  capitalist  order  of  society.  And  to  this — to  the  rule  of 
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the  workers  and  farmers — we  are  opposed,  just  as  strongly  as 
the  big  capitalists  are.  Therefore,  we  shall  do  this:  as  long 
as  we  are  out  of  office,  we  shall  just  keep  on  denouncing  the 
imperialist  practice  of  the  Republicans  and  Democrats,  in  the 
certain  conviction  that  they  will  not  listen  to  us,  but,  on  the 
contrary,  will  do  all  that  is  necessary  to  extract  from  the  weak 
nations  enough  profits  to  go  around  to  all  the  big  and  small 
capitalists.  Meanwhile,  the  masses  will  begin  thinking  us  the 
better  and  more  honest  party,  and  will  put  us  in  office,  which, 
after  all,  is  the  only  thing  we  desire  from  the  masses. 

Gompers  makes  the  amendment  that  as  far  as  he  is  con- 
cerned he  has  absolutely  no  objections  to  American  capital 
enslaving  other  nations.  On  the  contrary,  he  is  Very  much 
pleased  with  it  and  will,  therefore,  refrain  from  even  denounc- 
ing this  practice  but  if  LaFollette  and  the  Socialists  think  it 
politically  expedient  to  do  a little  denouncing  he,  Gompers, 
will  have  no  objections. 

Workers  Party. — No.  We  are  opposed  to  it,  unalterably 
and  irrevocably.  We  consider  this  practice  the  most  damn- 
able and  outrageous  feature  of  capitalist  misrule.  We  stand 
for  the  complete  and  unconditional  right  of  every  nation  to  in- 
dependence and  self  determination.  We  are  pledged  to  assist 
the  toiling  masses  in  “our”  colonial  countries  with  all  the 
means  at  our  disposal  to  wage  a relentless  struggle  against 
the  yoke  of  American  imperialism.  We  realize  that  this  prac- 
tice is  part  and  parcel  of  capitalist  rule  and  are,  therefore, 
pledged  to  a fight  to  the  finish  with  American  capitalism  and 
for  the  establishment  of  the  rule  of  the  workers  and  poor 
farmers. 

21. — Where  do  the  parties  stand  on  the  Dawes  plan? 

Republican  Party. — In  favor  of  it.  Because  it  enables 
our  capitalists  “to  put  their  foot”  in  European  affairs.  Be- 
cause it  secures  for  our  capitalists,  particularly  the  big  ones, 
a large  measure  of  control  over  the  raw  material  (coal,  iron, 
etc.)  of  Germany  and  Europe  generally  and  thus  makes  Amer- 
ican capitalism  one  of  the  most  powerful  factors  in  world 
affairs.  In  short,  because  the  Dawes  plan  puts  American  capi- 
talists in  a dominating  position  in  the  imperialist  politics  of 
the  world.  Also,  because  one  of  the  men  that  were  instru- 
mental in  putting  the  thing  across,  “General”  Dawes,  is  can- 
didate for  vice-president  'on  the  ticket  of  our  party. 

Democratic  Party. — In  favor  of  it,  only  we  can’t  say  so 
because  the  Republican  Party  is  identified  with  it.  Therefore, 
we  must  criticize  the  Dawes  plan.  We  must  do  it  from  the 
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point  of  view  of  the  League  of  Nations,  which  happens  to  be 
our  political  hobby.  We  must  prove  that  through  the  League 
of  Nations  American  capitalism  would  have  gotten  in  Europe 
a better  deal  than  it  has  through  the  Dawes  plan. 

Socialist-LaFollette-Gompers  alliance.  — In  favor  of  it, 
with  the  following  explanation.  We  are  all  substantially 
agreed  (all  means  Socialists,  LaFollette  and  Gompers)  that 
the  Dawes  plan  is  a good  thing  for  American  capitalists,  which 
means  that  if  we,  the  petty  bourgeoisie,  the  rich  farmers,  the 
reactionary  labor  leaders,  and  the  labor  aristocracy,  exert 
sufficient  pressure  upon  the  big  capitalists,  they  may  be  com- 
pelled to  share  with  us  in  a certain  measure  some  of  the 
profits  that  will  accrue  to  American  capitalism  through  the 
operation  of  the  Dawes  plan.  That’s  why  we  are  in  favor 
of  it.  But,  because  the  Republican  candidate  for  vice-presi- 
dent is  identified  with  it,  political  expediency  would  dictate 
that  we  criticize  the  plan  just  a little  bit. 

Gompers  amends:  Inasmuch  as  I have  been  identified 

with  Woodrow  Wilson  in  prosecuting  the  late  war  and  in 
framing  the  proposals  for  the  League  of  Nations,  I reserve  for 
myself  the  right  to  say  a few  kind  words  about  the  League 
of  Nations. 

Socialists  amend:  Inasmuch  as  the  Dawes  plan  received 
the  endorsement  and  support  of  our  Socialist  brethren  of  the 
Second  International,  thereby  making  us  partners  in  the 
game ; and  since,  on  the  other  hand,  the  Dawes  plan  is  identi- 
fied with  the  Republican  Party  and  big  capital,  which  are  sup- 
posed to  be  our  enemies,  this  whole  business  puts  us  in  a 
very  delicate  position.  Therefore,  we  request  that  whenever 
the  Dawes  plan  comes  up  for  consideration  we  be  registered: 
ABSENT. 

Workers  Party. — Absolutely  opposed.  The  Dawes  plan, 
if  it  succeeds  at  all,  will  spell  the  still  further  enslavement  of 
the  workers  of  the  entire  world.  With  this  plan  in  operation 
American  capitalism  is  firmly  entrenching  itself  in  the  affairs 
of  the  world.  This  will  result  in  increased  armaments,  on 
land,  sea,  and  in  the  air.  It  will  make  imminent  a new  bloody 
conflict  for  which  the  American  working  class  will  again  have 
to  pay  with  thousands  upon  thousands  of  human  lives.  We 
are  opposed  to  the  Dawes  plan  as  we  are  opposed  to  Amer- 
ican imperialism  and  to  the  further  rule  of  American  capi- 
talism. 

22.  What  is  their  attitude  to  imperialist  wars? 

Republican  Party. — In  favor  of  them.  But  we  don’t  call 
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them  imperialist  wars.  We  prefer  not  to  talk  of  war  at  all, 
except  to  say  that  in  case  we  are  attacked,  we  shall,  of  course, 
have  to  defend  ourselves.  And  for  this  we  must  be  prepared. 
It  goes,  however,  without  saying  that  whenever  we  happen  to 
be  at  war,  it  is  the  other  fellow  that  is  the  aggressor,  not  our- 
selves. Meanwhile,  we  have  got  to  increase  our  navy,  air 
and  military  forces,  so  that  we  can  successfully  carry  on  the 
imperialist  business  of  the  American  capitalists.  Above  all, 
we  must  make  use  of  our  control  of  the  press,  pulpit,  movies, 
theatres,  schools,  etc.,  to  instill  into  the  masses  a sense  of 
loyalty  to  “their”  country  and  to  educate  them  to  the  neces- 
sity of  making  the  “supreme  sacrifice”  in  case  we  see  fit  to 
engage  in  a new  war.  All  this  bloody  business,  in  order  to  be 
effective,  must  be  carefully  and  skillfully  camouflaged  with 
such  verbiage  as  “patriotism,”  “democracy,”  “open  door,” 
“Americanism,”  and  such  other  slogans  as  the  situation  may 
demand. 

Democratic  Party. — The  same  attitude. 

Socialist-LaFollette-Gompers  alliance.  — No,  of  course 
not.  We  are  pacifists.  We  don’t  believe  in  the  bloody  bar- 
baric way  of  settling  international  conflicts.  We  are  in  favor 
of  declaring  war  outlawed.  However,  we  must  realize  that 
the  world  we  live  in  is  not  yet  ideal,  that  there  are  other  na- 
tions that  still  believe  in  war,  and  that  we  may  be  provoked 
even  against  our  will  to  enter  a new  war.  Should  this  come 
about,  we  shall,  of  course,  have  to  defend  our  country,  our 
flag,  and  our  homes. 

Workers  Party. — No.  We  are  opposed  to  any  and  all  im- 
perialist wars.  We  can  see  now  how  the  American  capitalists 
are  preparing  a new  world  conflict.  We  know  that  when  this 
bloody  thing  finally  comes,  it  will  be  presented  by  the  capi- 
talists as  an  attack  by  some  foreign  power  (England  or  Japan, 
or  somebody  else)  upon  our  liberty  and  independence.  We 
do  not  propose  to  be  deceived  or  fooled  by  any  such  talk.  We 
also  realize  that  under  the  rule  of  capitalism  there  is  no 
earthly  power  to  prevent  a new  imperialist  war.  Therefore, 
we  are  pledged  to  fight  capitalism  to  the  death  and  at  the  first 
outbreak  of  a new  imperialist  war,  to  attempt  to  transform  it 
into  civil  war  against  the  rule  of  capital  and  for  the  establish- 
ment of  a workers  and  farmers  government. 

23.  Where  do  they  stand  on  reduction  of  armaments? 

Republican  Party. — Opposed  to  it  for  the  simple  reason 
that  imperialism  without  militarism  and  navalism  is  a joke 
and  we  do  not  propose  to  play  jokes  with  the  most  vital  in- 
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terests  of  American  capitalism.  That’s  why  we  favor  the  big- 
gest navy  and  the  biggest  air  fleet.  Also  as  much  prepared- 
ness for  conscripting  a standing  army  in  time  of  emergency 
as  is  compatible  with  political  expediency.  Which,  however, 
does  not  mean  that  we  are  going  to  cry  from  the  house  tops 
that  we  oppose  reduction  of  armaments.  Just  the  contrary  is 
true.  We  shall  permit  no  one  to  outdistance  us  in  love  for 
peace  and  disarmament.  We  shall  even  favor  the  calling  by 
the  American  government  of  international  conferences  for 
the  reduction  of  armament,  particularly  if  the  American  gov- 
ernment will  be  in  the  hands  of  the  Republican  Party,  but  we 
shall  know  all  the  while  that  this  is  mere  camouflage  to  cover 
up  our  real  and  secret  preparations  for  a new  war. 

Democratic  Party. — The  same  attitude  with  this  amend- 
ment. That  we  would  rather  see  such  peace  conferences 
called  by  a Democratic  administration. 

Socialist-LaFoliette-Gompers  alliance. — We  favor  reduc- 
tion of  armaments,  by  international  action.  That  is,  we  favor 
that  the  capitalist  governments  of  the  world  come  together  to 
fool  the  people  with  talk  about  reducing  armaments.  Far- 
ther than  that,  we  cannot  go. 

Workers  Party. — In  favor  of  it.  But  we  have  not  the  least 
trust  in  the  ability  or  desire  of  the  capitalist  governments  to 
reduce  armaments.  We  put  our  trust  in  the  revolutionary 
struggles  of  the  oppressed  masses.  We  are  pledged  to  fight 
militarism  to  the  death  and  to  refuse  a single  penny  to  the 
capitalist  governments  for  any  sort  of  military  expenditures. 

24.  What  international  organization  do  they  favor  to 
secure  peace  and  security  to  the  toiling  masses  of  the  world? 

Republican  Party. — We  are  not  concerned  with  the  peace 
and  security  of  the  toiling  masses.  We  are  concerned  with 
the  profits  and  power  of  the  American  capitalists.  To  ensure 
the  steady  flow  of  profits  to  our  capitalists  and  to  facilitate 
the  extension  of  their  imperialist  power  over  the  world,  we 
favor  the  active  participation  of  our  government  in  interna- 
tional affairs.  For  the  present  we  find  it  more  expedient  to 
pursue  the  above  end  directly  through  the  medium  of  our 
bankers,  with  the  government  acting  in  their  support  in  a 
semi-official  manner.  In  time  we  might  favor  even  an  inter- 
national organization  of  capitalist  governments,  some  sort 
of  a League  of  Nations,  provided  it  can  be  dominated  by  the 
American  capitalists.  That  would  be  for  us  the  most  ideal 
way  of  ruling  the  world.  We  realize,  however,  that  time  is 
bringing  to  the  forefront  of  world  affairs,  other  kinds  of  inter- 
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nationals,  for  instance,  the  Second  Socialist  International, 
and  the  Communist  International.  Should  things  come  to 
such  a pass  when  the  latter  remain  the  only  two  international 
organizations  in  the  field  (and  that  is  quite  probable)  then 
we  should  favor  supporting  the  Socialist  International  as 
against  the  Communist  International,  because  the  former 
accepts  the  capitalist  order  of  society  and  the  very  im- 
portant principle  that  in  time  of  international  conflicts  each 
national  Socialist  party  must  stand  by  the  interests  of  its  own 
capitalist  class.  Also  because  the  Second  International  backs 
the  Dawes  Plan  thus  assisting  us  in  securing  control  over  the 
world. 

Democratic  Party. — Practically  the  same  attitude,  except 
that  we  must  maintain  that  the  League  of  Nations,  cham- 
pioned by  our  party,  is  the  most  effective  instrument  of  inter- 
national organization  for  American  capitalists. 

Socialist-LaFollette-Gompers  alliance. — We  are  not  quite 
united  on  that.  The  Socialists  favor  their  own  Second  Inter- 
national because,  they  say,  it  manages  to  combine  both  essen- 
tials of  international  organization,  namely,  the  protection  of 
the  capitalist  interests  of  each  nation,  and  their  peaceful  co- 
operation in  the  interests  of  the  whole.  The  Socialists  also 
claim  (not  publicly,  of  course)  that  their  international  is  the 
most  effective  weapon  for  checking  the  rising  tide  of  social 
revolution  and  for  combatting  the  prowing  influence  of  the 
Communist  International. 

LaPollette  realizes  the  merits  of  the  Socialist  argument, 
but  for  reasons  of  political  expediency  (a  desire  not  to  alien- 
ate from  his  movement  some  of  his  capitalist  supporters) 
prefers  to  be  vague  on  the  entire  proposition.  Consequently, 
he  favors  common  international  action  by  the  capitalist  gov- 
ernment to  effect  the  economic  recovery  of  the  world,  which 
means  the  Dawes  plan,  the  League  of  Nations,  the  Hague 
Tribunal,  or  any  other  such  thing. 

Gompers  is  more  inclined  to  take  the  view  of  the  Demo- 
cratic party,  particularly  since  it  in  no  substantial  way  contra- 
dicts the  position  of  LaFollette  and  the  Socialists. 

Workers  Party. — We  favor  the  Communist  International 
as  the  only  world  organization  willing  and  able  to  fight  capi- 
talist imperialism  to  a finish  and  to  erect  on  its  ruins  an  inter- 
national federation  of  socialist  soviet  republic,  thereby  re- 
moving the  only  menace  to  the  peace  and  security  of  the  toil- 
ing masses  of  the  world. 
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25.  What  is  their  attitude  toward  the  Ku  Klux  Klan? 

Republican  Party. — In  favor  of  it.  Because  the  Ku  Klux 
Klan  may  in  time  become  indispensable  for  the  maintenance 
of  capitalist  rule  in  the  United  States.  That  is  to  say,  when 
the  working  masses  of  the  country  will  realize  their  own 
interests,  will  cease  to  follow  the  lead  of  the  Republicans, 
Democrats  and  LaFollette — that  is,  the  lead  of  big  and  small 
capital — will  form  a party  of  their  own  and  will  earnestly 
begin  to  fight  for  the  emancipation  of  their  own  class,  then 
we  shall  be  compelled  to  resort  to  the  same  means  of  rule  as 
Mussolini’s  in  Italy.  We  shall  have  to  abandon  all  pretenses 
to  democracy  and  freedom  and  suppress  the  workers  by  pure 
fascism  and  White  Terror.  For  this  we  must  he  prepared. 
We  are,  therefore,  determined  to  support  and  encourage  by 
all  possible  means  the  further  growth  of  the  Ku  Klux  Klan  as 
the  reserve  army  for  the  maintenance  of  capitalist  rule  in 
time  of  emergency.  For  the  present,  however,  we  favor  keep- 
ing the  Ku  Klux  Klan  in  the  background  so  as  not  to  expose 
our  plans  prematurely  and  not  to  alienate  from  our  party  the 
sympathies  of  certain  sections  of  the  population. 

Democratic  Party. — In  favor  of  it,  and  for  the  same  rea- 
sons as  the  Republican  party,  only  we  must  be  much  more 
careful  than  the  Republicans  in  supporting  the  Klan,  because 
the  strength  of  our  party  depends  a good  deal  upon  the  sup- 
port of  large  masses  of  Catholics. 

Socialist-LaFoMette-Gompers  alliance. — Mildly  opposed  to 
it,  on  the  main  ground  that  the  Ku  Klux  Klan  is  developing 
into  a competitor  to  our  own  movement.  The  Klan  maintains 
that  the  present  capitalist  order  of  society  is  in  danger.  So 
do  we.  The  Klan  claims  that  in  order  to  remove  this  danger 
and  to  assure  definitely  the  further  existence  of  capitalism  in 
the  United  States  some  extraordinary  measures  must  be  ap- 
plied. We  claim  the  very  same  thing.  Where  we  differ  is 
merely  in  this:  The  Klan  proposes  to  discard  immediately  all 
pretense  to  democracy,  which  is  no  longer  sufficient  as  a 
means  of  maintaining  capitalist  rule,  and  to  inaugurate  a 
system  of  Fascism  and  White  Terror.  While  our  contention 
is  that  if  big  capital  makes  some  concessions  to  small  capital, 
to  the  well-to-do  farmers,  to  the  labor  bureaucrats  and  only 
to  a small  section  of  the  labor  aristocracy,  we  might  yet  suc- 
ceed in  avoiding  the  necessity  for  introducing  the  methods  of 
fascism.  Still  better,  if  Big  Capital  would  let  us  (the  alliance 
of  Socialist-LaFollette-Gompers)  become  the  government  of 
the  United  States.  Because  we  stand  nearer  to  the  masses 
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than  Big  Capital  does,  and  because  our  prestige  among  the 
masses  has  not  yet  been  shattered  as  badly  as  that  of  the 
other  capitalist  parties  we  make  the  following  claim:  that 
with  the  government  in  our  hands,  capitalism  in  the  United 
States  would  be  much  safer  than  if  politicacl  affairs  were 
managed  through  the  other  two  capitalist  parties.  In  short, 
here  is  our  main  contention.  We  claim  to  be  the  only  political 
group  capable  of  saving  capitalism  in  the  United  States.  The 
Ku  Klux  Klan  makes  the  same  claims.  The  fortunes  of  both 
of  us  depend  in  a large  measure  upon  whom  capitalism  in  the 
United  States  will  eventually  support,  us  or  the  Klan.  Conse- 
quently, the  Ku  Klux  Klan  is  our  competitor.  Therefore,  we 
are  opposed  to  it.  But,  should  the  toiling  masses  get  out  of 
hand  and  become  totally  unmanageable  by  the  means  of 
present-day  capitalist  democracy,  we  shall,  of  course,  support 
the  Klan  wholeheartedly. 

Workers  Party. — Unreservedly  opposed  to  it.  We  look 
upon  the  Ku  Klux  Klan  as  upon  the  “shock  troops”  of  capi- 
talism which  will  be  used  against  the  workers  any  time  the 
latter  will  enter  into  serious  conflicts  with  their  bosses.  The 
Klan  has  already  become  the  mobilization  ground  for  all  kinds 
of  scabs,  strike-breakers,  open  shoppers,  and  enemies  of 
labor  generally.  The  Klan  is  nothing  else  than  the  extension 
on  a much  wider  scale  of  such  old  and  familiar  institutions 
as  company  gunmen,  labor  spy  agencies  and  similar  auxil- 
iaries of  capitalist  exploitation.  The  workers  should  be  pre- 
pared to  find  the  Klan  breaking  strikes,  destroying  unions, 
persecuting  radicals  and  rendering  all  kinds  of  “volunteer” 
service  to  the  capitalists  in  their  fight  against  the  labor  move- 
ment. The  Klan  is  a menace  to  the  well-being  and  even  life 
of  every  worker  and  poor  farmer  in  the  United  States.  The 
Klan  must  be  fought  just  as  energetically  as  any  other  agency 
of  capitalist  oppression. 
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PROBLEMS 

OF  PARTY  BUILDING 

BY  ALEX  BITTELMAN 


THE  June  Plenum  of  the  Central  Committee  has  given  the 
fundamental  answer  to  the  problems  of  Party  building  as 
they  confront  us  today.  The  Plenum  resolution,  Comrade 
Browder's  report,  the  speech  of  Comrade  Foster,  and  the  gen- 
eral discussion — these  you  have  studied  and  will  continue  to 
study  as  our  guide  to  the  daily  work  of  building  the  Party  into 
- a mass  Bolshevik  Party.  And  in  doing  so,  you  will  remember 
that  the  success  of  this  work  depends  upon  the  initiative  and 
creative  activity  of  every  Party  member  and  organization.  All 
^>of  us  must  enter  into  the  task  of  solving  the  problems  of  Party 
o building.  This,  you  will  recall,  was  what  Comrade  Browder 
^ stressed  especially. 

For  today's  discussion,  I have  selected  the  following  four 
questions : 

i.  The  vanguard  role  of  the  Party  in  the  present  situation; 

2.  Recruiting  and  Daily  Worker  circulation ; 

3.  Independent  activities  by  the  Party; 

4.  Propaganda  of  Marxism  and  the  advocacy  of  socialism. 

I propose  to  discuss  these  questions  from  the  following 
•angle:  Is  the  situation  becoming  more  favorable  or  less  favor- 
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able  for  the  successful  solution  of  these  questions?  For  it  is 
clear  that  only  by  solving  these  questions  successfully  in  practice 
will  we  succeed  in  making  our  Party  a truly  mass  Bolshevik 
Party.  The  directives  of  the  Central  Committee  and  of  your 
State  Committee  and  the  Party  building  drive  contain  the 
immediate  practical  plan. 


I.  THE  VANGUARD  ROLE 
OF  THE  COMMUNIST  PARTY 


IT  does  not  require  much  investigation  for  us  to  see  that  never 
in  the  history  of  the  Party  was  the  situation  so  favorable 
as  it  is  today  for  the  Communist  Party  to  function  successfully 
as  the  vanguard  of  the  working  class.  And  for  the  following 
reasons  : the  working  class  is  in  motion.  It  is  organizing  eco- 
nomically and  politically.  It  has  come  into  life  as  a class,  becom- 
ing a leading  political  factor  in  the  country  and  reaching  out  for 
correct  relations  with  its  allies  among  the  farmers,  city  middle 
classes  and  Negroes. 

And  where  does  our  Party  find  itself  in  relation  to  these 
big  progressive  movements  of  the  working  class  and  of  the 
people?  Not  outside  but  inside,  in  the  very  thick  of  them;  not 
as  observers  but  as  active  participants ; not  in  conflict  with  these 
movements  but  as  close  collaborators.  Clearly,  this  is  a most 
favorable  position  from  which  to  build  the  Party  as  the  true 
vanguard  of  the  working  class.  Never  as  yet  has  our  Party 
found  itself  in  such  a favorable  position. 

This,  of  course,  did  not  come  about  automatically.  Given 
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the  objective  conditions  which  characterize  the  present  situa- 
tion, nationally  and  internationally,  it  was  our  correct  line  and 
the  struggle  for  it  among  the  masses  that  placed  our  Party  in 
this  position.  It  was  our  correct  struggle  for  the  unity  of  the 
working  class  and  for  the  People's  Front  that  brought  the  Party 
to  this  advanced  position. 

Is  it  true,  then,  or  it  is  not  true,  that  the  present  position  of 
our  Party  in  the  mass  movements  of  the  working  class  and  its 
allies  is  most  favorable  for  the  fulfillment  of  our  historic  role 
as  the  vanguard,  for  the  building  up  of  our  Party  as  the  true 
advanced  detachment  of  the  American  working  class?  It  is 
absolutely  true.  The  whole  previous  history  of  our  Party  has 
prepared  us  for  that.  I refer  especially  to  the  following:  our 
constant  devotion  and  loyalty  to  the  class  interests  of  the  work- 
ers and  their  allies;  our  self-sacrificing  struggles  in  defense  of 
these  interests;  loyalty  to  our  revolutionary  principles,  to  the 
teachings  of  Marx,  Engels,  Lenin  and  Stalin  under  all  and 
every  circumstance ; our  pioneering  work  in  all  fields  of  work- 
ing class  organization  and  struggle ; similar  historic  pioneering 
activities  among  the  Negroes,  farmers,  women  and  youth ; our 
struggle  against  opportunism  and  sectarianism  in  our  own  midst ; 
our  readiness  to  admit  errors  and  to  correct  them  publicly  and 
with  the  help  of  our  class ; our  devotion  and  loyalty  to  our 
Party  and  to  the  Communist  International — to  its  principles, 
discipline  and  leadership — all  these  vital  achievements  and  ex- 
periences in  the  history  of  our  Party  which  we  placed  at  the 
service  of  the  line,  of  the  Seventh  World  Congress,  for  the  strug- 
gle for  the  united  and  People's  Front,  have  helped  to  bring  about 
the  present  forward  march  of  labor  as  well  as  to  place  our  Party 
in  the  present  favorable  position  in  the  mass  movements. 

Favorable,  in  what  sense?  In  the  sense  of  being  able  to 
render  greater  service  to  our  class  and  to  our  people  in  the 
struggle  against  their  exploiters;  in  the  sense  of  being  a more :• 
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effective  force  in  the  struggle  for  the  unity  of  the  working 
class  and  for  the  People’s  Front  against  reaction,  fascism  and 
war ; in  the  sense  of  being  able  to  help  the  whole  class  and  its 
allies  to  proceed  from  lower  to  higher  stages  of  struggle  and 
to  the  socialist  revolution ; in  the  sense,  in  short,  of  building 
up  our  Party  as  the  true  revolutionary  vanguard  of  the  working 
class. 

How  does  the  Party  build  itself  as  the  vanguard  of  the 
working  class  ? Comrade  Stalin’s  Foundations  of  Leninism  give 
us  the  answer  to  the  question.  He  says : “The  Party  must  absorb 
all  the  best  elements  of  the  working  class,  their  experience,  their 
revolutionary  spirit  and  their  unbounded  devotion  to  the  cause 
of  the  proletariat.” 

That  means,  first,  recruiting.  Without  day  by  day  recruiting 
by  which  we  seek  to  absorb  into  our  midst  “all  the  best  elements 
of  the  working  class,”  our  Party  cannot  become  the  vanguard. 
He  who  talks  about  the  Party  being  the  vanguard  but  does  not 
exert  himself  to  stimulate  and  help  recruiting  is  merely  a phrase- 
monger and  a chatterer. 

That  means,  secondly,  to  cultivate  and  enrich  the  experience, 
the  revolutionary  spirit  and  proletarian  devotion  of  the  new 
members.  The  Party  builds  itself  as  the  vanguard  of  the  class 
only  by  absorbing  continually  the  experience,  the  revolutionary 
spirit  and  proletarian  devotion  of  the  new  members  which  it 
recruits.  We  continually  seek  new  members  because  we  want 
more  of  this  experience,  spirit  and  devotion.  New  members 
have  a good  deal  to  contribute  to  the  building  of  the  Party  as 
the  vanguard,  that  is,  when  we  recruit  the  best  elements  of 
the  working  class.  Therefore,  we  must  create  for  the  new  mem- 
bers the  most  favorable  conditions  to  transmit  to  the  Party 
their  experience,  their  revolutionary  spirit,  and  to  demonstrate 
their  proletarian  devotion.  And,  on  this  basis , we  undertake  to 
transmit  to  them  our  experience,  our  principles,  our  theory. 
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In  other  words,  recruiting  (without  which  there  is  no  build- 
ing of  the  Party  as  the  vanguard)  is  not  a mere  formal  act  of 
bringing  in  a new  member  but  is  a process  of  absorbing  his 
experiences  and  revolutionary  spirit,  thus  enriching  the  Party’s 
own  experience  and  revolutionary  spirit,  and,  at  the  same  time, 
of  enabling  the  new  member  to  absorb  the  Party’s  experience, 
its  traditions,  its  theory,  principles  and  organizational  practices. 

This  is  the  most  fundamental  way  of  building  the  Party  as 
the  vanguard  of  the  working  class,  that  is,  by  absorbing  con- 
tinually all  its  best  elements,  their  experience,  revolutionary 
spirit  and  proletarian  devotion. 

Are  the  circumstances  today  more  favorable  or  less  for  such 
work?  More  favorable,  of  course.  Why?  Because  the  best  ele- 
ments of  the  working  class  are  coming  forward  now  by  the 
thousands  in  all  the  big  mass  movements  (which  was  not  the 
case  when  the  working  class  was  not  as  actively  in  motion  as 
today),  you  can  literally  point  these  people  out  with  your 
fingers;  because,  being  in  the  midst  of  these  mass  movements 
and  in  the  front  lines,  we  are  daily  rubbing  shoulders  with  these 
people,  associating  with  them,  working  with  them  in  all  fields, 
gaining  their  confidence;  and  because,  finally,  the  prestige  of 
Communism  and  of  the  Communist  Party  is  growing  day  by 
day. 

Hence  the  conditions  are  most  favorable  for  recruiting  the 
best  elements  of  the  working  class  and  thus  building  the  Party 
as  the  vanguard. 

How  do  we  fulfil  the  role  of  vanguard?  Comrade  Stalin 
formulates  two  fundamental  Leninist  principles  governing  this 
question.  I shall  quote  them. 

I.  . . the  Party  must  be  armed  with  a revolutionary  theory, 
with  a knowledge  of  the  laws  of  the  movement,  with  a knowl- 
edge of  the  laws  of  revolution.  Without  this  it  will  be  impotent 
to  guide  the  struggle  of  the  proletariat  and  to  lead  the  prole- 
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tariat.  The  Party  cannot  be  a real  Party  if  it  limits  itself  to  . 
registering  what  the  masses  of  the  working  class  think  or  ex- 
perience, if  it  drags  along  at  the  tail  of  the  spontaneous  move- 
ment, if  it  does  not  know  how  to  overcome  the  inertness  and 
the  political  indifference  of  the  spontaneous  movement,  or  if 
it  cannot  rise  above  the  transient  interests  of  the  proletariat, 
if  it  cannot  raise  the  masses  to  the  level  of  the  class  interests  of 
the  proletariat.”* 

Stated  even  more  concisely : 

“The  Party  must  take  its  stand  at  the  head  of  the  working 
class,  it  must  see  ahead  of  the  Working  class,  lead  the  proletariat 
and  not  trail  behind  the  spontaneous  movement.”  ** 

2.  “It  must  at  the  same  time  be  a unit  of  the  class , be  part 
of  that  class,  intimately  bound  to  it  with  every  fiber  of  its 
being.  The  distinction  between  the  vanguard  and  the  main  body 
of  the  working  class,  between  Party  members  and  non-Party 
workers,  will  continue  as  long  as  classes  exist,  as  long  as  the 
proletariat  continues  to  replenish  its  ranks  with  newcomers 
from  other  classes,  as  long  as  the  working  class  as  a whole  lacks 
the  opportunity  of  raising  itself  to  the  level  of  the  vanguard. 

But  the  Party  would  cease  to  be  a party  if  this  distinction  were 
widened  into  a rupture ; if  it  were  to  isolate  itself  and  break 
away  from  the  non-Party  masses.  The  Party  cannot  lead  the 
class  if  it  is  not  connected  with  the  non-Party  masses,  if  there 
is  no  close  union  between  the  Party  and  the  non-Party  masses, 
if  these  masses  do  not  accept  its  leadership,  if  the  Party  does 
not  enjoy  moral  and  political  authority  among  the  masses.”*** 

There  is  nothing  to  add  to  these  principles.  They  have  stood 
the  test  of  time  and  have  proven  invulnerable.  What  has  to  be 
discussed  at  vital  turns  in  the  class  struggle  is  the  concrete  ways 
in  which  these  principles  can  find  their  best  and  most  efifective 
expression.  These  concrete  ways  are  not  always  the  same.  They 

♦Joseph  Stalin,  Foundations  of  Leninism , p.  108.  International  Pub- 
lishers, New  York,  io  cents. 

**  Ibid. 

***  Ibid.,  p.  109. 
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depend  upon  many  factors,  among  them  the  maturity  of  the 
class  struggle,  the  relation  of  class  forces,  the  degree  of  “moral 
and  political  authority”  which  the  Party  enjoys  among  the 
masses,  etc.  Taking  this  into  consideration,  the  Seventh  World 
Congress  defined  these  concrete  ways  of  realizing  the  vanguard 
role  of  the  Party  as  follows : 

“The  Congress  emphasizes  with  particular  stress  that  only 
the  further  all-round  consolidation  of  the  Communist  Parties 
themselves,  the  development  of  their  initiative,  the  carrying  out 
of  a policy  based  upon  Marxian-Leninist  principles*,  and  the 
application  of  correct  flexible  tactics,  which  take  into  account 
the  concrete  situation  and  the  alignment  of  class  forces,  can 
ensure  the  mobilization  of  the  widest  masses  of  toilers  for  the 
united  struggle  against  fascism,  against  capitalism.’*  * 

Let  me  draw  your  attention  to  the  essentials  of  this  very 
important  statement  on  the  concrete  ways  of  building  the  van- 
guard in  the  present  period . 

(a)  Party  initiative;  (b)  policies  based  on  Marxist-Leninist 
principles;  (c)  correct  flexible  tactics  taking  into  account  the 
concrete  situation  and  alignment  of  class  forces;  (d)  the  aim 
being  the  mobilization  of  the  voidest  masses  of  toilers  for  the 
united  struggle  against  fascism,  against  capitalism. 

This  is  our  guide.  First  comes  Party  initiative.  This  is  funda- 
mental. Without  it,  there  can  be  no  building  of  the  revolutionary 
vanguard,  there  can  be  no  mass  mobilization  of  the  widest  scope 
for  the  fight  against  fascism  and  capitalism.  This  means  that  we 
continually  have  to  discover  the  best  policies  for  the  mobiliza- 
tion of  the  masses  for  this  struggle  and  to  bring  these  policies 
to  the  mass  movements  and  to  win  them  for  these  policies.  This 
is  the  duty  of  every  Party  organization  and  of  the  Party  as  a 
whole. 

* Resolutions,  Seventh  Congress  of  the  Communist  International , 
p.  36.  Workers  Library  Publishers,  New  York.  10  cents. 
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Second,  we  must  initiate  correct  policies.  Initiative  is  good 
provided  it  produces  good  policy  and  good  policy  is  one  that 
mobilizes  the  widest  masses  of  toilers  for  united  struggle  against 
reaction,  fascism  and  capitalism.  To  be  so,  policy  has  to  be 
based  on  Marxist-Leninist  principles. 

Third,  good  policy  brought  to  the  masses  by  Party  initia- 
tive is  good  for  the  masses  and  good  for  the  vanguard.  Yet 
this  alone  is  not  enough.  Just  as  good  initiative  can  be  ruined 
by  bad  policy,  so  good  policy  can  be  ruined  by  bad  tactics.  To 
prevent  this,  we  need  correct  flexible  tactics.  This,  however,  is 
not  and  cannot  be  given  once  and  for  all  because  correct  flex- 
ible tactics  must  take  into  account  “the  concrete  situation  and 
alignment  of  class  forces.,,  These,  as  we  know,  vary  and  change 
and  hence  tactics  must  vary  and  change.  It  is  therefore  incum- 
bent upon  every  Communist  and  Party  organization  to  be  con- 
stantly alive  to  the  problem  of  “correct  flexible  tactics”  because 
this  is  just  as  decisive  as  timely  initiative  and  good  policy.  In 
fact,  when  these  two  are  given,  correct  flexible  tactics  will  decide 
everything.  And  remember:  to  be  correct  and  flexible,  tactics 
must  take  account  of  the  concrete  situation  and  of  the  alignment 
of  class  forces. 

Compare  for  example  some  of  our  policies  and  tactics  prior 
to  the  Seventh  World  Congress  and  subsequently.  During  the 
years  prior  to  the  Seventh  Congress,  we  fulfilled  our  role  as  van- 
guard by  propagating  the  final  aims  of  our  Party,  by  pointing 
out  the  next  steps  in  the  daily  mass  struggle  for  partial  demands 
and  by  independently  organizing  masses  of  toilers  to  fight  for 
these  demands,  independently,  that  is,  from  those  mass  organ- 
izations of  the  workers  and  other  toilers  in  which  the  refomists 
were  successful  in  preventing  the  workers  from  struggling  and 
in  expelling  the  militant  forces  from  the  organizations.  We 
fought  for  the  united  front  all  through  these  years,  but  because 
the  objective  conditions  were  not  as  favorable,  because  of  our 
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sectarian  habits  and  practices,  and  because  of  the  splitting  tactics 
of  the  reformist  leaders,  we  were  making  relatively  little  head- 
way in  bring  about  the  united  front.  But  we  couldn’t,  because 
of  that,  give  up  the  fight  and  capitulate  to  capitalism  as  the 
reformists  did.  This  we  never  will  do.  We  will  always  defend 
the  interests  of  the  masses  against  their  exploiters,  regardless  of 
the  forms  and  methods  which  conditions  may  dictate.  We  were 
forced  to  lead  minority  movements  and  minority  struggles. 

Thus,  in  the  former  period,  we  resorted  as  a rule  to  the 
tactic  of  organizing  mass  struggles  independently,  of  leading 
them  largely  ourselves  and  of  raising  the  movements  from  lower 
to  higher  levels  at  a comparatively  fast  tempo. 

On  the  whole,  barring  the  sectarian  and  Right  opportunist 
errors  which  distorted  this  line  and  militated  against  its  greater 
success,  this  was  a correct  tactic.  It  laid  the  groundwork  in  part 
for  the  present  advance  of  the  mass  movements.  It  helped  pre- 
pare many  of  its  cadres.  It  popularized  many  of  our  slogans 
which  in  the  past  were  either  slogans  of  agitation  or  demands 
of  minority  movements  and  struggles  but  which  are  today  slo- 
gans of  action  of  large  mass  movements  (unemployment,  organ- 
ize the  unorganized  into  industrial  unions,  trade  union  unity. 
Negro  rights,  farmer  demands,  youth  demands,  independent 
working  class  political  action,  alliance  with  farmers  and  middle 
classes,  etc.).  It  served  as  check  upon  the  capitalist  offensive 
in  many  crucial  instances  and  also  as  a check  upon  the  extent 
and  scope  to  which  reactionary  reformists  were  able  to  betray 
the  masses.  It  actually  succeeded  directly  and  indirectly  in  se- 
curing important  concessions  for  the  masses  from  the  exploit- 
ers. It — this  tactic  of  independent  leadership — strengthened 
our  Party  and  prepared  us  for  the  vanguard  role  in  the  present 
period. 

Those  who  would  negate  in  our  past  not  only  the  sectarian 
and  Right  opportunist  errors  but  also  our  struggles  against 
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these  errors  and  with  that  would  cancel  our  achievements  in 
helping  to  bring  about  the  birth  of  the  American  working  class 
as  a class — the  propaganda  of  revolutionary  socialism  and  the 
leadership  of  minority  movements  and  struggles — those  who 
would  knowingly  want  to  do  that  are  in  danger  of  ceasing  to 
be  good  Communists  nor  would  they  be  dependable  fighters  for 
the  vanguard  role  of  our  Party  in  the  present  situation. 

What  is  the  situation  today?  The  class  is  moving.  The  masses 
are  moving.  The  unity  of  the  working  class  and  the  People’s 
Front  is  being  cemented  in  the  heat  of  major  economic  and  po- 
litical struggles.  The  objective  conditions  and  our  past  struggles 
are  moving  the  masses  forward.  And  we  are  in  the  very  midst 
of  it  all.  Where  thousands  would  rally  around  our  slogans  in 
the  past,  hundreds  of  thousands  are  doing  it  today.  From  this, 
certain  important  tactical  changes  had  to  follow.  We  were 
now  in  a position  to  place  before  ourselves  tasks  of  major 
magnitude  in  the  struggle  for  the  united  front  and  for  the  Peo- 
ple’s Front.  Instead  of  being  forced  to  lead  independently  mi- 
nority movements  and  struggles,  we  were  getting  into  a position 
of  collaborating  with  big  progressive  majority  movements  of 
the  working  class  and  its  allies,  of  actively  participating  in  these 
movements  and  establishing  ourselves  as  a vanguard  of  the 
class.  For  the  first  time  in  the  history  of  the  United  States,  the 
revolutionary  vanguard  of  the  proletariat — the  Communists — 
are  able  to  begin  to  function  within  the  class  and  its  mass  move- 
ments in  the  way  in  which  the  Communist  Manifesto  envisaged 
it.  Namely: 

‘‘They  have  no  interests  . . . apart  from  those  of  the  prole- 
tariat as  a whole.  . . . The  Communists  . . . are  . . . practically 
the  most  advanced  and  resolute  section  of  the  working  class 
parties  of  every  country,  that  section  which  pushes  forward  all 
others ; . . . theoretically,  they  have  over  the  great  mass  of  the 
proletariat  the  advantage  of  clearly  understanding  the  line  of 
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march,  the  conditions,  and  the  ultimate  general  results  of  the 
proletarian  movement.”  * 

This  is  the  way  in  which  we  have  begun  to  function  and  to 
build  ourselves  as  the  vanguard  of  our  class.  The  present  way 
differs  in  may  essential  respects  from  the  old  way.  And  neces- 
sarily so.  As  a rule  we  seek  to  fulfil  our  function  as  vanguard 
within  and  in  the  front  lines  of  the  mass  movements  of  our 
class  and  its  allies,  in  line  with  the  policy  of  the  united  and 
People's  Front,  instead  of  being  forced  (as  in  the  past)  our- 
selves to  lead  minority  movements  and  struggles.  This  is  clearly 
more  advantageous  to  the  class  as  well  as  to  ourselves  as  its 
vanguard.  It  is  more  advantageous  for  the  needs  of  the  day 
as  well  as  for  the  ultimate  socialist  liberation. 

At  first  glance  it  might  appear  as  though  the  tempo  of 
transition  from  lower  to  higher  stages  of  class  struggle  must 
necessarily  be  slowed  down  because  of  the  new  relationship 
between  the  revolutionary  vanguard  and  the  mass  movements. 
This  is  not  absolutely  so.  The  tempo  of  transition  need  not 
necessarily  be  slowed  down  if  the  relationship  of  class  forces 
continues,  nationally  and  internationally,  in  a direction  favor- 
able to  our  camp.  But  even  if,  at  one  point  or  another,  this 
tempo  of  transition  from  lower  to  higher  stages  of  struggle 
should  have  to  slow  down  as  compared  with  past  years,  this 
would  only  be  relative ; because  in  compensation  for  that  we 
would  have  the  decisive  fact  that  transition  when  made  would 
be  made  not  only  by  ourselves  and  minority  movements  led 
by  us,  but  by  great  mass  movements,  by  the  class.  In  other 
words,  not  only  minorities  would  be  marching  forward  but  the 
decisive  sections  of  our  class  and  its  allies.  In  the  past  we  could 
dream  of  that,  propagate  the  idea  and  unfold  the  perspective 
today  it  has  become  a practical  task  and  a practical  possibility. 

* Marx  and  Engels,  Manifesto  of  the  Communist  Party f p.  22.  Inter- 
national Publishers,  New  York.  10  cents. 
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Does  it  follow  from  that  that  in  the  present  situation,  with 
the  new  relationship  between  the  vanguard  and  the  mass 
movements  of.  the  class,  a relationship  stressed  so  well  by 
Comrade  Dimitroff  in  his  May  Day  statement,  the  Communists 
should  permit  themselves  to  become  dissolved  in  the  mass  move- 
ments, should  cease  to  function  within  them  as  Communists  and 
Marxists,  should  cease  building  the  Communist  Party  ? Does  it 
follow  that  the  Communist  Party  and  its  organizations  have  no 
independent  activities  to  carry  on  aside  from  the  activities 
of  Communists  as  participants  of  the  mass  movements?  Of 
course,  not.  Such  conclusions  have  nothing  in  common  with 
Communism.  Recall  once  more  the  two  principles  of  Stalin 
governing  the  role  of  the  vanguard.  With  the  class  and  at  the 
head  of  it.  The  June  meeting  of  the  Central  Committee  has  con- 
cretized these  principles  fully  in  application  to  the  present  situa- 
tion. It  warned  against  the  danger  of  dissolution  and  indicated 
the  ways  of  guarding  against  it.  The  Plenum  resolution  puts  it 
thus : 

“Working  on  the  basis  of  this  democratic  People’s  Front 
platform,  the  Communist  Party  should  in  no  way  lose  its  iden- 
tity or  slacken  in  the  task  of  strengthening  its  role  as  the  most 
advanced  and  revolutionary  section  of  the  People’s  Front  move- 
ment. This  means  that,  in  the  midst  of  these  mass  movements, 
the  Communist  Party  membership  and  organizations  must: 

“(a)  Build  the  Communist  Party  into  a mass  Party; 

“(b)  Carry  on  mass  propaganda  for  its  final  aims  of  work- 
ing class  power  and  socialism ; 

“(c)  As  the  vanguard  of  the  mass  movement,  point  out  the 
next  steps  of  the  struggle,  initiating  and  supporting  the  pro- 
gressive demands  of  the  movement.” 

In  broad  outline,  Comrade  Dimitrofif  elucidates  the  same 
task  as  follows : 

“When  we  carry  on  a resolute  struggle  for  the  defense  of 
democratic  rights  and  liberties,  against  reaction  and  fascism, 
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we  do  so  as  Marxists,  as  consistent  proletarian  revolutionaries 
and  not  as  bourgeois  democrats  or  reformists.  Where  we  come 
forward  in  defense  of  the  national  interests  of  our  own  people, 
in  defense  of  their  independence  and  liberty,  we  do  not  become 
nationalist  or  bourgeois  patriots ; we  do  so  as  proletarian  revo- 
lutionaries and  true  sons  of  our  people.  When  we  come  forward 
in  defense  of  religious  freedom,  against  the  fascist  persecution 
of  believers,  we  do  not  retreat  from  our  Marxian  outlook, 
which  is  free  of  all  religious  superstitions.” 

Thus  we  have  the  correct  answer  to  the  task  of  building  our 
Party  as  the  true  vanguard  of  the  working  class  in  the  struggle 
for  the  united  front  and  People's  Front,  for  the  struggle 
against  reaction,  fascism  and  capitalism. 


II.  RECRUITING  AND 
DAILY  WORKER  CIRCULATION 

WE  must  take  up  the  directives  of  the  Central  Committee 
on  Party  building  with  the  following  ideas  firmly  in  our 
minds : 

Recruiting  is  a central,  fundamental  and  permanent  task.  It 
is  a task  of  each  individual  Party  member  as  well  as  of  each 
Party  organization.  We  must  begin  to  measure  the  useful- 
ness of  a Party  member  and  of  a Party  organization  by  the 
quality  and  quantity  of  recruiting  that  they  are  carrying  on. 

The  same  must  be  said  of  Daily  Worker  circulation.  This  has 
to  be  said  especially  in  New  York,  where  the  Party's  central 
organ  is  located  and  where  we  must  look  for  the  main  source 
of  our  paper's  circulation.  A self-critical  estimate  will  produce 
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the  admission  that  the  New  York  Party  organization  has  woe- 
fully underestimated  the  importance  of  building  the  Daily 
Worker. 

Both  of  these  activities,  recruiting  and  circulation,  are  fun- 
damental phases  of  Party  building.  This  is  so  plain  that  one 
feels  embarrassed  to  have  to  argue  for  it.  Yet  the  need  for 
persuasion  and  argument  is  still  with  us.  I hope  the  time  is 
coming  when  it  will  no  longer  be  necessary  to  argue  the  vital 
importance  of  recruiting  and  Daily  Worker  circulation. 

First,  some  important  aspects  of  recruiting  and  retaining 
new  Party  members.  Let  us  retain  firmly  in  our  minds  that  re- 
cruiting means,  in  Comrade  Stalin's  words,  to  “absorb  the  best 
elements  of  the  working  class,  their  experience,  their  revolution- 
ary spirit,  their  unbounded  devotion  to  the  cause  of  the  prole- 
tariat." Wherever  they  are,  whatever  they  do,  Party  members 
must  seek  to  attract  to  themselves  these  best  elements,  to  win 
their  confidence  and  respect,  to  bring  them  into  the  Party,  to 
see  to  it  that  these  new  members  are  surrounded  with  most 
favorable  conditions  for  transmitting  to  the  Party  the  best 
that  is  in  them  as  well  as  to  receive  from  the  Party  all  the  best 
that  we  can  give. 

The  surest  way  to  accomplish  these  results  is  to  be  a good 
Communist  in  the  mass  movements ; to  be  the  best  member 
of  these  movements,  most  devoted  and  self-sacrificing,  most 
helpful,  most  experienced,  most  politically  mature.  In  short,  an 
advanced  fighter.  This  is  basic.  When  this  is  done,  our  com- 
rades will  continue  to  gain  the  confidence  of  the  best  elements 
of  the  mass  movements.  Without  such  confidence,  recruiting 
will  be  difficult.  But  confidence  in  Communists  by  non-Party 
workers  does  not  automatically  produce  new  members.  Some  of 
our  people  may  think  so,  but  they  are  mistaken.  Confidence 
gained  by  Party  members  among  non-Party  workers  creates 
the  prerequisites  for  successful  recruiting  but  not  recruiting  it- 
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self.  This  has  to  be  carried  on,  consciously,  deliberately,  plan- 
fully  and  in  an  organized  way,  by  the  individual  Party  mem- 
ber under  the  direction  and  control  of  Party  organizations. 

There  are  a number  of  negative  methods  and  characteristics 
of  approach  that  are  today  militating  against  successful  recruit- 
ing and  retaining  of  new  members.  Comrade  Browder  has 
spoken  repeatedly  on  some  of  these  negative  habits  and  attitudes 
of  old  Party  members.  I should  like  merely  to  list  them.  You 
will  recognize  them  at  once,  and  you  will  agree  that  these  are 
negative  and  harmful  attitudes. 

Here  is  a partial  list:  vanity;  boastfulness;  we  know  it  all* 
the  non-Party  worker  knows  nothing  or  very  little ; a wholesale* 
mechanical  approach  to  all  non-Party  workers  instead  of  an 
individual  and  differentiated  one ; disregard  of  individual  traits 
of  character;  an  over-exaggerated  air  of  secrecy,  something  that 
might  be  called  an  “illegality”  complex ; failure  to  consider  the 
family  position  of  the  non-Party  worker  and  how  that  may 
affect  his  coming  into  and  remaining  in  the  Party ; insufficient 
regard  to  the  ability  of  the  Party  candidate  or  new  member  to 
fulfil  the  financial  obligations  arising  from  Party  membership; 
a good  deal  of  indifference  to  the  development  of  a politically 
rich  and  interesting  inner  life  in  our  units ; lack  of  encourage- 
ment of  the  initiative  of  the  new  Party  member  (and  of  the  old 
one),  lack  of  proper  attention  and  respect  to  his  views  and  pro- 
posals, and  not  enough  of  a more  systematic  development  of 
inner-Party  democracy;  and  last,  but  not  least,  the  off-hand 
manner  of  making  assignments  without  due  regard  to  the 
inclinations,  abilities,  experience  or  circumstances  of  the  com- 
rades. 

Such  negative  habits,  sectarian  of  the  worst  kind,  still  exist 
among  many  Party  members  and  functionaries.  And  can  there 
be  any  doubt  that  these  are  in  part  responsible  for  the  slow 
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rate  of  recruiting  and  for  the  high  rate  of  fluctuation?  No 
doubt  at  all.  It  is  therefore  imperative  that  each  Party  com- 
rade, especially  leading  ones  and  functionaries,  examine  them- 
selves from  this  angle.  Have  you  got  some  of  these  bad  habits  ? 
Do  you  practise  some  of  these  impermissible  approaches?  If  so, 
take  them  under  observation,  check  them,  and  work  upon  your- 
self to  eliminate  them  from  your  system.  It  will  make  of  you 
a better  Communist,  more  liked  and  more  respected  by  Party 
and  non-Party  workers  alike.  It  will  surely  help  recruiting  and 
will  help  reduce  fluctuation. 

Let  no  one  get  the  impression  that  we  are  urging  upon  Com- 
munists to  display  a false  and  hypocritical  humility,  or  to  be- 
have like  blushing  violets.  What  we  urge  upon  the  comrades 
at  this  moment  is  to  give  life  and  blood  to  the  words  of  Stalin 
that  recruiting  means  absorbing  into  the  Party  the  best  ele- 
ments of  the  working  class,  their  experience,  their  revolutionary 
spirit,  their  devotion  to  the  cause  of  the  proletariat.  A new 
Party  member,  or  a candidate  for  membership,  is  not  a dead 
number  to  be  added  by  way  of  arithmetic  to  the  numbers  al- 
ready on  the  Party  rolls.  Numbers  are  of  tremendous  impor- 
tance. We  want  numbers.  We  want  a numerically  strong  Party 
— a hundred  thousand,  two  hundred  thousand — as  a practical 
perspective  and  possibility.  But  we  will  not  get  these  numbers, 
and  we  will  not  retain  them  even  if  we  do  get  them  to  apply,  if 
we  view  them  merely  as  numbers.  I think  the  practice  has  proven 
that  already.  The  high  and  continuing  fluctuation  is  the  proof. 

A candidate  for  membership  is  a living  worker,  with  valu- 
able experience,  with  revolutionary  spirit,  with  devotion  to  the 
cause  of  the  proletariat.  That's  why  we  want  him  (or  her)  in 
our  Party.  This  means  we  have  something  precious  to  learn  from 
these  people.  Does  that  mean  that  we  have  nothing  to  teach 
them?  Not  at  all.  The  Party  has  a whole  lot  to  teach  them  and 
to  give  them.  That's  why  they  want  to  come  in.  But  they  also 
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have  a lot  to  teach  us  and  to  give  us.  And  this  is  the  point  I 
am  trying  to  make  now  especially. 

Naturally,  this  question  of  recruiting  and  fluctuation  is  a 
matter  to  be  handled  not  only  by  each  individual  Communist 
adopting  correct  attitudes  and  approaches  to  the  non-Party 
workers  and  to  the  new  members  decisive  as  that  is.  It  is  the 
Party  organization  as  such  that  must  improve  all  its  organiza- 
tional methods  and  conditions  as  called  for  by  the  resolution  of 
the  June  meeting  of  our  Central  Committee.  This  resolution  and 
the  directives  of  the  Central  Committee  you  want  to  restudy 
very  carefully.  You  will  find  in  them  the  weapon  you  need  at 
the  present  time  for  effectively  arousing  and  mobilizing  the 
Party  for  the  task  of  building  itself  in  the  process  of  struggle 
for  the  unity  of  the  working  class  and  for  the  People’s  Front 
against  reaction  and  fascism. 

Second,  on  some  aspects  of  Daily  Worker  circulation. 
You  have  begun  to  build  it.  The  problem  is  to  extend  and  inten- 
sify this  work. 

Need  I say  here  that  we  have  today  one  of  the  best  news- 
papers in  the  country?  There  was  a time  when  we  couldn’t  say 
that,  but  now  we  can.  That  does  not  mean  that  there  is  no  more 
room  for  improvement.  No.  There  is  plenty  of  room.  And  the 
help  and  urging  that  you  can  give  for  further  improvement  will 
be  more  than  welcome. 

We  have  to  improve  the  political  initiative  and  fighting 
qualities  of  the  paper ; we  have  to  enrich,  make  more  popular 
and  attractive,  the  educational  features  of  the  paper — in  eco- 
nomics, politics,  culture,  etc. ; we  must  have  more  theoretical 
articles;  more  effective  advocacy  of  our  final  revolutionary 
aims ; we  must  have  more  leadership  by  the  Daily  Worker  in  the 
work  of  Party  building,  this  being  a central  point ; more  atten- 
tion to  Negro  struggles,  and  farmers,  etc.  The  Daily  Worker 
has  such  a program  of  improvement.  As  we  go  along,  we  shall* 
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have  to  provide  for  more  adequate  treatment  of  the  life  in  New 
York  City  and  state  (all  phases),  and  also  of  the  regions  near- 
est New  York,  such  as,  Jersey,  Connecticut,  New  England  and 
especially  Pennsylvania.  But  is  it  not  clear  that  a greatly  in- 
creased circulation  in  New  York  and  vicinity  will  make  sure 
that  these  improvements  can  be  made  to  the  extent  necessary  ? 

There  is  all  too  little  evidence  that  you,  comrades,  feel  suf- 
ficiently your  obligations  to  the  building  of  the  Daily  Worker 
circulation.  If  I am  wrong,  you  will  correct  me.  But  from  the 
facts  as  known,  this  is  the  impression  that  one  is  bound  to  get. 

What  is  today  the  main  problem  in  extending  the  Daily 
Worker  circulation?  It  is,  in  my  judgment,  the  problem  of  mak- 
ing the  wide  masses  acquainted  with  the  Daily  Worker.  Just  find 
ways  and  means  of  bringing  the  Daily  Worker  to  these  wider 
masses,  so  that  they  get  to  know  that  there  is  such  a paper  as 
ours,  and  you  have  solved  a good  part  of  the  task.  If  we  could 
spend  as  much  as  bourgeois  papers  do  for  promotion  and  adver- 
tisement, our  task  would  be  much  easier.  But  we  can’t.  Hence, 
the  Party  membership  and  organizations  must  undertake  to  do 
the  job  supplemented  by  as  much  promotion  as  the  Daily 
Worker  itself  can  and  must  do. 

Again,  I say : we  have  a good  newspaper.  It  can  be  sold. 
But  it  has  to  be  sold.  And  the  New  York  Party  bears  the  major 
responsibility  for  that. 

Another  aspect  of  Daily  Worker  circulation,  and  one  that 
is  quite  often  overlooked,  is  the  role  our  paper  plays  in  making 
friends  for  the  Party  and  thus  even  indirectly  paving  the  way 
for  recruiting.  It  is  no  exaggeration  to  say  that  the  Daily  Worker 
is  our  best  recruiting  agent  and,  with  improvement  in  its  han- 
dling of  Party  building,  we  can  make  the  Daily  Worker  the 
most  effective  Party  builder,  provided,  however,  our  paper 
gets  into  the  hands  of  larger  masses — day  by  day.  The  Daily 
Worker  becomes  a power  only  when  it  is  read  by  the  masses. 
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One  of  your  major  tasks  is  to  bring  it  to  the  masses.  That  is 
why  the  June  meeting  of  the  Central  Committee  coupled  organ- 
ically the  two  tasks:  recruiting  and  Daily  Worker  circulation. 
They  are  two  phases  of  one  task.  And  in  this  manner  it  must 
be  handled. 


III.  INDEPENDENT  ACTIVITIES 
BY  THE  PARTY 


BECAUSE  our  major  policy  today  is  the  united  and  People's 
Front,  some  comrades  may  have  gotten  the  notion  that  there 
is  no  room  or  need  for  any  independent  activities  by  the  Party. 
What  is  worse,  many  Party  organizations  actually  display  in- 
sufficient independent  activity.  This,  comrades,  is  bad.  It  hurts 
the  united  and  People's  Front.  It  militates  against  the  building 
of  our  Party  into  a mass  Bolshevik  Party.  Concretely,  it  mili- 
tates against  more  successful  recruiting  as  well  as  against  build- 
ing Daily  Worker  circulation.  A few  examples  will  be  helpful. 
A few  examples  will  be  helpful. 

The  economic  struggles  of  the  workers  are  carried  on  by 
the  unions  of  which  the  Communists  are  an  inseparable  part. 
We  do  not,  at  the  present  time,  organize  economic  struggles  in 
the  industries  independently  of  the  unions,  or  in  opposition  to 
leaders  who  practise  class  collaboration  and  reformism.  We  do 
not  do  it  because  the  masses  are  in  motion,  because  reformism 
can  no  longer  keep  the  masses  in  check.  The  masses  are  becom- 
ing more  class  conscious,  they  are  being  organized  into  power- 
ful unions — majority  movements — of  which  we  are  a part,  and 
in  which  we  are  doing  our  duty  as  class-conscious  workers  and 
Communists.  It  is  the  working  out  of  our  fundamental  policy  of 
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the  unity  of  the  working  class  and  of  the  united  front. 

But  does  that  mean  that  Party  organizations  as  such  should 
cease  to  do  all  in  their  power  to  support  the  struggles  led  by 
the  unions,  to  rally  support  of  the  working  class  generally  for 
such  struggles,  of  rallying  the  support  of  farmers  and  middle 
classes?  Of  course  not.  But  as  a matter  of  fact,  many  Party 
organizations  behave  as  though  they  thought  that  they  have 
nothing  to  do  in  the  matter  as  Party  organizations.  Just  review 
the  recent  activities  of  your  own  Party  units  and  sections  from 
the  point  of  view  of  the  supporting  actions  organized  by  them 
during  the  strikes  in  the  auto  industry,  in  steel,  in  the  marine 
industry,  in  the  shipyards,  etc.  And  if  you  do  so,  you  will  find 
that  they  have  done  very  little. 

Then  review  the  Party  organizations  from  another  angle. 
How  much  have  they  done  in  connection  with  these  economic 
struggles  politically  to  educate  the  masses  in  their  respective 
territories  and  shops  and  industries,  on  the  political  significance 
of  these  strikes,  the  role  of  reaction,  the  role  of  the  Roosevelt 
administration,  of  the  local  and  state  administrations,  pointing 
out  the  need  of  a united  People's  Front  and  how  to  work  for  it? 
Very  little  has  been  done  on  that.  Yet  this  is  one  of  our  main 
tasks  as  the  vanguard : to  make  the  masses  conscious  of  their 
struggles,  the  class  nature  of  these  struggles,  the  political  lessons 
and  conclusions,  all  of  which  must  lead  to  winning  the  masses 
for  our  political  line.  When  our  Party  organizations  do  not  ful- 
fil this  task,  they  do  not  function  fully  as  Communist  organiza- 
tions. 

Another  example  is  the  campaign  for  the  Supreme  Court 
reform.  The  Party  correctly  decided  to  support  the  proposals 
of  Roosevelt,  even  though  they  were  only  partial,  and  to  work 
among  the  masses,  to  rally  organized  support  for  Roosevelt's 
measure  and  to  popularize  our  full  position  on  curbing  the  Su- 
preme Court.  Here  was  an  obligation  and  opportunity  for  the 
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Party  organizations.  How  much  have  they  made  of  it?  The 
answer  is : very  little. 

Take  the  Scottsboro  campaign  in  its  most  recent  phase.  The 
Party  as  a whole  was  very  deeply  and  actively  in  it,  through  the 
Communists  in  the  International  Labor  Defense  and  through 
the  Scottsboro  Defense  Committee.  But  how  much  supporting 
and  educational  activity  have  Party  units  and  sections  carried 
on  in  the  recent  phase  ? I mean  activities  that  would  mobilize  the 
masses  in  support  of  the  concrete  measures  of  the  Scottsboro 
Defense  Committee  and  educate  the  masses  to  the  Communist 
position  on  the  Negro  question  generally  and  especially  on  the 
Party  policy  of  building  a Negro  People’s  Front.  How  much  of 
such  activities  have  the  Party  organizations  carried  on?  Very 
little. 

Or  take  the  rise  of  vigilante  bands.  Our  policy,  as  made 
known  publicly,  is  to  help  bring  about  joint  action  by  labor,  the 
middle-classes  and  the  farmers,  through  local  anti-vigilante 
conferences,  for  common  action  to  combat  this  vigilante  out- 
break. Our  policy  is  that  the  decisive  sections  of  these  groups 
should  come  together  for  this  purpose,  and  not  only  the  most 
advanced  organizations.  But  for  this  we  must  agitate,  we  must 
convince  the  masses  of  the  need  of  it.  Yes,  we  must  mobilize 
pressure  of  mass  public  opinion  to  convince  certain  leaders  of 
mass  movements  to  undertake  such  united  action  against  vigi- 
lantism.  Can  we  say  that  Party  organizations  have  carried  on 
such  activities  of  the  necessary  scope  and  intensity?  No,  we 
cannot  say  that. 

One  could  list  many  more  examples  (Spain,  peace,  China), 
but  the  above  are  sufficient  to  illustrate  the  point  that  the  Party 
organizations  are  not  fulfilling  their  tasks  satisfactorily  in  the 
matter  of  initiative  in  the  organization  of  independent  actions 
under  Party  auspices.  The  immediate  results  are  obvious.  They 
are  two : 
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1.  The  united  front  mass  movements  are  not  receiving  the 
necessary  aid  and  stimulation  from  the  vanguard  Party  and  thus 
they  are  not  growing  as  strong  as  they  could. 

2.  The  Party  organizations  as  such  do  not  appear  sufficiently 
before  the  masses  as  independent  bodies  and  thus  the  Party 
building  is  hampered,  its  vanguard  role  is  not  sufficiently  dis- 
played. 

Seeking  apparently  to  avoid  “independent”  actions  of  the 
wrong  kind  (and  there  may  be  such),  some  Party  comrades 
tend  to  hesitate  in  the  whole  matter  of  independent  actions, 
even  good  and  needed  ones.  Surely,  independent  actions  by 
Party  organizations  in  conflict  with  united  front  movements,  in 
opposition  to  them — such  actions  our  policy  excludes  without 
qualifications.  And  those,  if  there  are  such,  who  tend  to  favor 
this  kind  of  independent  actions  had  better  restudy  the  Party's 
main  policies  and  practices.  But  to  reject  independent  actions 
altogether  is  a bad  mistake. 

We  should  say  this : independent  actions  of  a supporting 
character  (not  opposing  or  conflicting)  to  the  activities  of  the 
united  front  mass  movements;  independent  actions  of  a stimu- 
lating character  (not  to  be  confused  with  a provoking  and  dis- 
organizing character)  to  the  mass  movements;  independent  ac- 
tions of  an  educational,  politically  enlightening,  character,  which 
would  draw  the  class  lessons  before  the  masses  of  their  daily 
struggles  in  the  mass  movements;  independent  actions  designed 
to  bring  before  the  masses  our  Party's  initiative  in  the  formula- 
tion of  policies  and  demands  which  we  want  the  mass  move- 
ments to  adopt;  such  independent  actions  our  Party  organiza- 
tions must  engage  in  always.  I am  not  speaking  here  of  the 
manner  and  conditions  under  which  our  Party  engages  in  such 
independent  activities  as  placing  its  own  candidates  on  the  ballot 
in  election  struggles.  This  is  governed  clearly  in  Party  resolu- 
tions and  decisions.  But  even  where  we  have  no  Party  candi- 
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dates  as  such,  where  we  succeed  in  helping  to  bring  about 
Farmer-Labor  and  other  People's  Front  formations  as  is  our 
main  policy,  the  field  for  independent  Party  activity  is  broad : 
to  bring  the  face  of  the  Party  to  the  masses,  its  political  line, 
its  revolutionary  aims. 

The  resolution  of  the  June  meeting  of  our  Central  Commit- 
tee is  clear  and  outspoken  on  this  question.  It  says: 

“As  the  vanguard  of  the  mass  movement,  point  out  the 
next  steps  of  the  struggle,  initiating  and  supporting  the  pro- 
gressive demands  of  the  movement.” 

Analyze  it  and  you  find  the  following: 

''Point  out  the  next  steps  of  the  struggle" — this  means 
formulating  such  steps  and  bringing  the  message  to  the  Masses , 
winning  them  for  such  steps.  It  does  not  mean  making  up  our 
own  minds  about  these  steps  and  letting  it  go  at  that.  To  carry 
our  message  pointing  out  the  next  steps  to  the  masses,  not  in 
an  academic  way,  but  in  the  process  of  rallying  support  for 
their  daily  struggles — this  task  of  our  Party  organizations. 

“Initiating  progressive  demands  of  the  mass  movement" — 
this  means  again  formulating  such  demands  and  bringing  them 
to  the  masses  in  order  to  create  a mass  public  opinion  among 
the  toilers  that  will  win  the  mass  movements  to  make  these 
demands  their  own.  This  is  the  task  of  Party  organizations. 
This  is  how  we  function  as  vanguard  and  help  the  whole  move- 
ment (not  only  ourselves)  to  march  forward. 

“Supporting  the  progressive  demands  of  the  movement" — 
this  does  not  mean  merely  to  adopt  a resolution  favoring  this 
or  that  demand  of  the  mass  movement.  No,  it  means  that  the 
Party  organizations  as  such  must  step  forward  and  help  rally 
the  masses  in  active  support  of  such  demands.  This  is  how  we 
stimulate  the  mass  movements  and  help  make  the  step  stronger. 

In  short : this  is  how  we  build  the  mass  movements  and  the 
Party. 
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IV.  PROPAGANDA  OF  MARXISM 
AND  ADVOCACY  OF  SOCIALISM 


HE  starting  point  here  is  that  the  situation  is  extremely 


favorable  for  the  mass  propaganda  of  Marxism,  for  the 
widest  advocacy  among  the  masses  of  our  final  aims  of  working 
class  power  and  socialism.  We  must  organize  to  utilize  these 
favorable  opportunities  to  the  utmost. 

The  Daily  Worker  and  The  Communist  have  a great  job  to 
do  in  this  field.  I am  able  to  say  that  the  comrades  engaged  in 
this  work  are  alive  to  the  task  and  are  undertaking  to  tackle 
it  under  the  guidance  and  with  the  direct  help  of  the  Central 
Committee,  in  line  with  the  decisions  of  the  June  meeting. 

It  is  nothing  new  to  say  that  the  masses  of  the  American 
toilers  have  been  deeply  stirred  by  the  suffering  of  the  crisis 
years,  by  the  apparent  breakdown  of  the  capitalist  economy,  by 
its  obvious  inability  to  provide  work  for  almost  10,000,000 
workers  even  today,  in  its  phase  of  cyclical  recovery.  Such 
facts  as  this:  that  at  the  very  beginning  of  recovery,  fears  are 
already  freely  expressed  by  capitalist  spokesmen  themselves  of 
the  menace  of  another  crisis.  Or  of  the  constant  menace  of  a 
new  world  war  (with  two  wars  already  being  waged  by  the 
fascist  powers  in  China  and  Spain)  which  again  capitalist 
spokesmen  are  forced  to  admit  is  being  caused  by  “economic” 
causes,  a euphemism  for  capitalism  and  imperialism  with  their 
fascist  storm-troops.  Or  the  obvious  contradiction,  which  the 
masses  cannot  fail  to  sense,  between  the  forces  of  production, 
what  the  capitalists  call  “technological  advance,”  and  the  social 


relations,  the  capitalist  monopoly  over  these  forces  of  produc- 
tion, something  they  call  euphemistically  “the  lag”  between 
technological  advance  and  social  advance,  a contradiction  with 
which  the  President’s  commission  on  technological  developments 
has  struggled  so  helplessly.  All  this  makes  the  masses  highly 
receptive  to  the  Marxian  message,  to  its  theory  and  practice, 
to  our  program  of  working  class  power  and  socialism. 

But  there  is  more  to  it  than  that.  The  hatred  for  fascism, 
which  it  is  now  our  main  task  to  help  organize  into  the  united 
and  People’s  Front,  is  opening  the  way  for  the  hatred  of  capital- 
ism. Because,  what  sort  of  system  is  it  that  produces  fascism? 
What  sort  of  system  is  it  that  fascism  seeks  to  save?  Capitalism. 
This  conclusion  the  masses  will  not  make  automatically.  We 
have  to  help  them  reach  this  conclusion.  And  this  means : propa- 
ganda of  Marxism,  of  our  final  aims  of  working  class  power 
and  socialism. 

The  socialist  successes  of  the  Soviet  Union.  At  times,  it 
seems  as  though  some  of  us  still  underestimate  the  revolution- 
izing role  of  these  successes.  The  contrast  between  capitalism, 
as  the  masses  here  know  it,  and  socialism,  as  it  is  built  in  the 
Soviet  Union — this  contrast  is  making  its  way  surely  and  deeply 
into  the  minds  of  millions  of  American  toilers.  This  means 
more  favorable  opportunities  for  us  to  win  converts  to  our  final 
aims  of  working  class  power  and  socialism.  There  is  no  doubt 
that  the  epoch-making  flights  of  the  Soviet  airmen  to  the  United 
States  opened  up  a new  chapter  not  only  for  closer  all  round 
collaboration  between  the  United  States  and  the  U.S.S.R.  but 
also  created  new  favorable  opportunities  for  our  advocacy  of 
socialism. 

Even  the  illusions  which  are  prevalent  among  wide  masses 
that  the  United  States  will  not  need  working  class  power  and 
socialism  in  order  to  achieve  security,  prosperity  and  happiness 
for  the  masses  on  the  ground  that  this  country  is  rich  enough 
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(in  natural  resources  and  technical  skill)  to  provide  both  profits 
for  the  capitalists  and  a good  life  for  the  masses — I say,  even 
such  illusions  as  these  offer  a favorable  ground  for  dissipating 
such  illusions , and  for  the  propaganda  of  Marxian  socialism. 
Because  in  these  illusions  there  is  already  present  a critical  view 
of  capitalism  as  it  is,  an  urgent  desire  for  fundamental  change 
(for  security,  for  happiness),  a demand  and  expectation  that 
society  (the  federal  government)  must,  as  a matter  of  duty, 
provide  the  masses  with  security  and  happiness.  True,  there  is 
still  a belief  that  you  can  have  a good  capitalism,  or  that  you 
can  have  something  that  is  neither  capitalism  nor  socialism  but 
which  is  good  and  satisfactory.  This  is  an  illusion  which  we 
must  dissipate.  But  when  the  masses  think  of  and  want  funda- 
mental changes,  when  they  begin  to  feel  that  they  cannot  and 
will  not  live  as  of  old,  then  the  situation  must  be  considered 
highly  favorable  for  the  mass  propaganda  of  the  Communist 
program  for  fundamental  changes,  for  the  propaganda  of  our 
slogan  that  “Communism  is  Twentieth  Century  Americanism.” 
The  New  Deal,  especially  as  understood  by  the  sincere  New 
Dealers,  aims  essentially  to  save  capitalism  but  by  certain  con- 
cessions to  the  masses  and  by  democratic  means.  That’s  why 
it  has  aroused  such  antagonism,  opposition  and  hatred  on  the 
part  of  the  economic  royalists  and  fascists.  But  the  experimen- 
tations with  the  New  Deal  (NRA,  AAA,  and  subsequent  plans) 
not  only  feeds  illusions  in  the  possibility  of  a “good”  capitalism, 
a regulated  one,  an  “organized”  one,  but  also  gives  the  masses 
object  and  practical  lessons  in  the  correctness  of  our  theory  that 
there  is  no  such  thing  as  a “good”  capitalism,  and  in  this  way 
makes  the  masses  more  receptive  to  our  message  of  Marxism, 
working  class  power  and  socialism.  Not  automatically.  The 
New  Deal  experimentation  creates  both : new  illusions  and  new 
experiences  for  the  masses.  It  is  our  task  to  utilize  these  ex- 
periences in  order  to  dissipate  the  illusions. 
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By  way  of  self-criticism,  it  should  be  said  that  we  have  not 
produced  enough  popular  Marxian  literature  dealing  with  these 
questions.  We  have  made  the  analysis,  discussed  the  questions 
in  our  press,  turned  out  some  pamphlets,  but  we  need  more 
popular  literature  for  the  masses . A little  reminder  from  the 
Party  organizations,  especially  when  coupled  with  suggestions 
as  to  what  particular  questions  should  be  dealt  with  and  how, 
would  be  helpful. 

We  also  need  more  forums,  more  lectures,  more  public  dis- 
cussions of  these  fundamental  questions.  Here  is  where  our 
Party  organizations  could  do  an  important  and  valuable  job 
in  spreading  Marxism  among  the  masses  and  in  advocating 
our  final  aims  of  the  proletarian  dictatorship  and  socialism. 

And  finally  our  criticism  of  reformism.  I have  in  mind  now 
especially  the  Thomas  “school”  of  socialism,  the  school  which 
combats  our  policy  of  the  united  and  People’s  Front  against  fas- 
cism “in  the  name  of  socialism.”  Our  criticism  of  this  variety 
of  reformism  is  a most  fruitful  field  for  the  propaganda  of 
Marxism  and  revolutionary  socialism.  Comrade  Browder  has 
on  many  occasions  dealt  with  this  “school”  of  socialism  in  a 
most  effective  way.  Utilize  these  speeches  and  spread  them 
among  the  masses,  especially  among  the  Socialists.  In  criticizing 
the  Thomas  reformist  conceptions  we  are  enabled  to  accomplish 
two  tasks.  We  are  enabled  to  win  converts  to  our  policy  of  the 
People’s  Front  as  well  as  to  the  only  possible  socialism — the 
socialism  of  Marx,  Engels,  Lenin  and  Stalin.  The  theoretical  and 
political  line  we  have:  the  road  to  the  socialist  revolution  lies 
through  the  unity  of  the  working  class  and  through  the  victory 
of  the  People's  Front  against  capitalist  reaction  and  fascism. 
This  is  where  the  road  lies  today  and  this  road  we  must  follow. 
Let  us  take  this  theoretical  and  political  line  and  elaborate  it, 
and  discuss  it  among  the  masses  and  among  the  Socialists. 
In  this  way  we  shall  also  be  immunizing  the  immature  Socialist 
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elements  against  the  poison  of  Trotskyism  which  is  today  iden- 
tical with  fascist  banditism  as  well  as  against  the  ideological 
corruption  of  Lovestoneism  which  is  becoming  less  and  less 
distinguishable  from  Trotskyism. 

All  of  which  is  intended  to  make  you,  comrades,  realize  more 
fully  the  tremendous  importance  of  the  decisions  of  the  June 
meeting  of  the  Central  Committee  and  to  help  you  mobilize  the 
Party  for  the  successful  fulfillment  of  these  decisions  along 
the  lines  of  the  directives  of  the  Central  Committee  and  of  the 
State  Committee  on  the  Party  building  drive. 
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Indignation  and  Alarm  in  the  Camp  of  the  Rich 

THERE  is  great  indignation  and  alarm  in  the  camp  of  the  rich. 

The  cause?  The  growing  demand  of  the  masses  for  social 
security. 

For  months  and  months  the  Townsend  movement  couldn’t 
break  into  the  capitalist  press.  There  was  a regular  conspiracy  of 
silence.  Then  something  happened;  and  a powerful  barrage  of 
attack  and  ridicule  was  let  loose  upon  the  Townsend  Plan  from 
the  columns  of  nearly  every  capitalist  sheet  in  the  country.  What 
they  couldn’t  kill  by  silence,  they  are  now  trying  to  destroy  by 
ridicule.  But  they  will  not  succeed. 

The  people  of  this  country  are  now  aroused  as  never  before  on 
the  vital  question  of  social  security — security  for  the  old  and  security 
for  the  young.  From  all  sides  the  demand  is  coming  for  old  age 
^pensions,  for  unemployment  insurance,  for  maternity  and  disability 
insurance.  Around  these  demands  have  grown  up  great  mass 
^ movements,  and  various  Bills,  giving  expression  to  these  demands, 
have  been  brought  before  Congress.  We  refer  especially  to  the 
^ Lundeen  Bill  (H.  R.  2827)  and  the  McGroarty  Bill  (H.  R.  7415) 

4 in  the  House  of  Representatives,  and  to  the  Frazier  Bill  before  the 
Senate.  The  Lundeen  and  Frazier  Bills  are  built  upon  the  same 
principles  and  provide  for  all  forms  of  social  insurance  and  security. 
The  McGroarty  Bill  is  built  upon  somewhat  different  principles  and 

4 provides  only  for  old  age  pensions.  But  all  of  these  bills  seek 
security  for  the  people.  They  seek  to  make  the  government  assume 
responsibility  for  providing  the  means  of  livelihood  to  those  who, 
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due  to  no  fault  of  their  own,  are  unable  to  earn  a livelihood  them- 
selves. 

No  wonder  the  plunderers  of  the  toiling  people  are  in  such  a 
state  of  agitation.  No  wonder  the  spokesmen  of  the  monopolies — 
the  Liberty  League,  Hearst  & Co. — are  foaming  at  their  mouth 
when  they  speak  of  the  demand  of  the  masses  for  social  security, 
when  they  mention  the  Townsend  Plan  and  other  plans.  Accord- 
ing to  these  worthies,  social  security  is  the  inalienable  privilege  of 
the  rich  and  powerful,  and  is  not  meant  for  the  toiling  and  pro- 
ducing masses  of  city  and  farm.  But  the  masses  are  beginning  to 
think  and  act  differently.  Hence  the  great  “moral”  indignation  in 
the  camp  of  the  exploiters. 

What  they  couldn’t  kill  by  silence,  they  are  now  trying  to  kill 
by  ridicule.  This  refers  especially  to  the  Townsend  Plan  for  Old 
Age  Pensions.  The  spokesman  of  the  rich,  their  scribblers  and 
speakers,  have  seized  upon  some  of  the  weak  spots  in  the  plan  (and 
it  has  such  weak  spots)  in  order  to  destroy  its  main  idea,  the  idea 
of  old  age  pensions.  But  we  must  not  let  them  succeed.  The  idea 
is  too  big  and  too  vital.  And  as  to  the  weak  spots,  these  can  be 
strengthened,  strengthened  by  the  people  themselves. 

The  Objections  of  Reactionaries  to  the  Townsend  Plan 

It  will  cost  too  much  money,  say  the  reactionaries.  The  scheme, 
they  say,  of  paying  200  dollars  a month  in  old  age  pensions,  as 
called  for  by  the  Townsend  Plan  (about  twenty  billion  dollars  a 
year)  would  total  to  more  than  five  times  the  income  of  the  Federal 
government  in  1935  and  would  be  about  equal  to  40  per  cent  of  the 
entire  income  of  the  American  people  in  1934.  Suppose  it  will, 
say  the  people,  what  of  it?  Isn’t  this  country  rich  enough  to  stand 
it?  Isn’t  the  aim — a secure  life  for  over  eight  million  people  over 
60  years  of  age — worth  it? 

Besides,  who  said  that  the  income  of  the  American  people  must 
remain  what  it  was  in  1934,  about  fifty  billions?  Who  said  that  it 
can’t  be  doubled  and  trebled?  This  land  has  magnificent  capacities 
for  production  of  wealth  as  well  as  limitless  natural  riches.  These 
capacities  and  resources  are  not  being  used.  To  take  only  one 
example — the  steel  industry.  According  to  the  year-end  review  of 
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The  Iron  Agey  “in  terms  of  total  ingot  capacity,  steel  ingot  produc- 
tion in  1935  was  only  48  per  cent”.  That  is,  52  per  centy  more 
than  one-half,  of  steel  ingot  capacity  remained  idle  in  1935.  Why 
should  it  be  idle?  Doesn’t  the  country  need  steel?  Hasn’t  it  the 
necessary  trained  labor  power?  Of  course,  it  needs  the  steel  and 
has  the  labor  power.  Why,  then,  don’t  they  produce  more  and  thus 
increase  the  income  of  the  American  people?  The  answer  is: 
Morgan  and  du  Pont,  the  dictators  of  the  steel  industry,  don’t  want 
to  produce  more;  and  the  reason  they  don’t  is  that  it  wouldn’t  give 
them  a sufficiently  high  rate  of  profit  to  do  so. 

What  happens,  then,  is  this:  first,  the  monopolies  sabotage 

production  and  thus  decrease  catastrophically  the  income  of  the 
toiling  masses;  second,  they  brazenly  use  the  decreased  income  as 
an  excuse  for  sabotaging  the  demand  of  the  people  for  unemploy- 
ment insurance  and  old  age  pensions.  In  other  words,  they  rob 
and  plunder  the  people  both  ways,  coming  and  going. 

The  reactionaries  are  raving  that  $20,000,000,000  a year  for 
old  age  pensions  is  too  much  money — it  will  ruin  the  country.  Non- 
sense, we  say.  And  we  remind  them  that  they  did  not  at  all  stop 
to  think  of  the  cost  when  they  dragged  this  country  into  the  W orld 
War  in  1917.  Cost  in  human  lives  and  cost  in  money.  We  will 
not  speak  here  of  the  cost  in  human  lives;  how  can  one  measure  that 
in  terms  of  money?  But  we  will  speak  of  the  money  cost  of  that 
war.  And  here  are  the  facts  as  compiled  by  the  Labor  Research 
Association  in  its  Economic  Notes  of  January  1936: 

“$  1,000,000  an  hour  was  average  expenditure  of  United  States 
government  during  its  participation  in  the  war. 

“$51,000,000,000  was  net  cost  of  World  War  to  United  States 
government  alone  up  to  1931 — five  years  ago — according  to  Andrew 
W.  Mellon,  then  Secretary  of  the  Treasury.  (The  figure  $40,000,- 
000,000  is  given  by  Prof.  Paul  V.  Horn  in  his  International  Trade. 

But  this  assumes  that  all  war  debts  owing  to  the  United  States  will 
be  paid.  This  is,  of  course,  out  of  the  question,  so  that  ultimately 
the  World  War  costs  to  the  United  States,  it  is  estimated,  may  be 
almost  doubled,  or  nearly  $80, 000, 000, 000. )” 

Eighty  billion  dollars  for  a war  lasting  about  a year  and  a half, 
counting  from  the  time  that  the  United  States  entered  the  war. 
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That  means  a money  cost  (ultimately)  of  over  fifty  billion  dollars 
a year.  That  was  not  too  much  money  to  spend  (not  to  mention 
the  human  lives  and  suffering)  for  making  safe  the  Morgan  invest- 
ments in  Europe.  But  $20,000,000,000  is  outrageously  too  much 
to  make  safe  the  old  age  of  eight  million  American  toilers.  That  is 
the  justice  of  Morgan,  du  Pont,  Hearst  & Co. 

Another  objection  of  the  reactionaries  is  that  the  Townsend  Plan 
will  not  create  more  jobs.  The  Townsend  movement  claims  that 
the  realization  of  their  Old  Age  Pension  Plan  will  create  new  jobs. 
And  in  this  way: 

“The  forced  retirement  of  these  annuitants  who  receive  these 
monthly  annuities  will  open  over  four  million  jobs  to  the  young 
and  middle  aged.  In  addition  to  this,  government  statistics  tell  us 
that  the  spending  of  $200  a month  will  create  one  job  for 
somebody.  Thus  we  have  eight  million  more  jobs.  Additional 
capital  that  will  be  put  to  work  from  out  of  musty  bank  vaults  and 
treasuries,  in  anticipation  of  a large  volume  of  steady  business,  will 
create  additional  millions  of  jobs.  Here  we  have  the  entire  unem- 
ployment question  solved.”  (James  T.  Walter,  National  Townsend 
Weekly , October  21,  1935.) 

We  shall  show  later  that  such  extravagant  expectations  are  not 
justified.  Whatever  increase  in  production  and  employment  may 
result  from  the  realization  of  old  age  pensions,  these  will — by  them- 
selves— most  certainly  not  solve  the  unemployment  question.  We 
hope  to  be  able  to  show  that  other  measures,  much  more  far-reaching 
than  the  Townsend  Plan,  will  have  to  be  carried  out  by  the  American 
people  in  order  to  “have  the  entire  unemployment  question  solved”. 
But  for  the  minute  we  are  still  concerned  with  the  objections  of 
the  reactionaries.  And  what  are  they? 

“The  plan  would  not  create  new  jobs,  but  at  best  merely  sub- 
stitute one  jobholder  for  another — a young  one  for  an  older  one.” 
(Henry  Hazlitt,  New  York  Times , December  22,  1935.) 

The  corerct  answer  is:  that  will  depend.  If  Morgan,  du  Pont, 
Ford  and  the  other  magnates  and  dictators  of  industry  and  finance 
will  continue  to  have  their  way;  that  is,  if  they  will  be  allowed  to 
continue  to  sabotage  production  until  they  can  get  a rate  of  profit  that 
will  satisfy  them,  then  Mr.  Hazlitt  will  “prove”  right.  But  if  the 
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people  have  their  way,  and  compel  the  financial  oligarchy  of  this 
country  to  run  industry  to  cafacity  or  get  out , then  the  tale  will  be 
a different  one.  True,  that  would  mean  going  beyond  the  present 
Townsend  Plan;  and  we  shall  show  how  that  can  be  done.  And 
such  steps  will  follow  from  the  Plan  itself.  In  other  words,  if  the 
realization  of  the  old  age  pension  plan  does  not  create  many  new 
jobs,  it  will  be  because  of  the  sabotage  of  the  very  people  for  whom 
Hazlitt  and  the  New  York  Times  are  speaking.  This  will  not 
invalidate  the  idea  of  old  age  pensions;  it  will  merely  call  for  addi- 
tional measures,  not  provided  for  in  the  Townsend  Plan,  in  order  to 
make  the  essential  aim  of  the  plan  a success. 

But  Mr.  Hazlitt  has  still  another  argument  on  the  question  of 
jobs.  He  says: 

uIn  a time  of  prosperity  it  would  mean  an  actual  reduction  of 

4,000,000  in  the  number  of  those  working.”  {Ibid.) 

. . By  saying  so,  Mr.  Hazlitt  has  let  the  cat  out  of  the  bag.  He 
exposed  one  of  the  main  concerns  of  his  masters.  Namely,  the 
fe-ar  of  the  capitalists  that  unemployment  may  disappear.  It  may 
seem  at  first  glance  that  the  capitalists  are  very  anxious  to  do  away 
with  unemployment.  Are  they  not  hollering  about  it  and  blaming 
everybody  but  themselves  for  it?  And  they  are  doing  it  because 
they  are  afraid  of  large-scale  unemployment  such  as  we  have  today — 
about  15,000,000  people.  They  fear  that  these  people  will  force 
through  unemployment  insurance,  old  age  pensions  and  similar 
measures  to  take  care  of  the  victims  of  the  capitalist  crisis.  They 
would  like  to  see  unemployment  decreased,  if  that  could  be  done, 
without  hurting  profits.  That  is  one  thing.  But  to  do  away  with 
unemployment  altogether  would  mean  to  deny  the  capitalist  system 
a permanent  reserve  of  unemployed  without  which  Morgan’s  and 
du  Pont’s  system  cannot  live.  Capitalism  must  have  a permanent 
army  of  unemployed  as  a means  of  keeping  the  wages  of  the  em- 
ployed at  sufficiently  low  levels.  Take  away  this  army  of  unem- 
ployed, and  you  have  taken  away  one  of  the  most  potent  means 
in  the  hands  of  the  monopolies  to  depress  wages  and  keep  them 
depressed. 

Even  today,  with  15,000,000  unemployed  in  search  of  jobs, 
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the  monopolies  are  desperately  trying  to  destroy  the  Roosevelt  public 
works  program.  Miserable  as  is  the  wage  of  the  relief  workers, 
and  totally  inadequate  as  the  whole  scheme  is,  yet  the  reactionaries 
would  want  to  see  even  Roosevelt’s  scheme  for  public  works  abol- 
ished. And  why?  One  of  their  arguments  is:  it  weans  away  the 
unemployed  from  private  jobs.  What  they  really  mean  is  that  it 
interferes  somewhat  with  their  liberty  to  dictate  without  any  re- 
straints the  wages  of  the  workers,  slight  as  they  might  be.  Now, 
imagine  what  they  would  say  and  do  if  there  were  only  4,000,000 
unemployed  and  old  age  pensions  would  threaten  to  withdraw  an 
equal  number  of  older  people  from  production.  Why,  they  would 
be  ready  for  bloodshed — the  blood  of  the  people.  They  are  pretty 
nearly  getting  ready  for  it,  anyway.  They  must  have  unemploy- 
ment, otherwise  their  cursed  system  cannot  live.  Mr  Hazlitt’s  worry 
that  the  Townsend  plan  will  bring  about  “an  actual  reduction  of 
four  million  in  the  number  of  those  working5’  in  time  of  prosperity 
— this  worry  merely  reflects  the  worry  of  the  capitalist  class  that 
unemployment  may  perhaps  disappear  altogether. 

But  these  are  not  all  of  the  objections  of  the  reactionaries  to 
the  Townsend  Plan.  Hazlitt  has  a whole  collection  of  them.  And 
one  of  them  is  that  it  will  bring  about  an  inequitable  redistribution 
of  income.  And  in  this  way: 

“On  the  basis  of  a national  income  of  $5  0,000,000,000  in  1934, 
the  payment  of  $20,000,000,000  to  eight  million  persons  would 
mean  that  less  than  seven  per  cent  of  the  population  of  the  country 
would  receive  40  per  cent  of  its  income.”  ( Ibid .) 

The  reactionaries  and  monopolies,  you  see,  are  greatly  concerned 
that  the  national  income  should  be  equitably  distributed.  Therefore, 
their  sense  of  equity  is  greatly  outraged  by  the  idea  that  “seven  per 
cent  of  the  population55  should  be  getting  “40  per  cent  of  the  in- 
come55. Well,  before  we  discuss  the  equity  of  the  proposition,  we 
must  clear  up  the  figures  and  percentages.  Mr.  Hazlitt,  we  are 
sorry  to  say,  has  played  here  a little  trick  with  the  percentages.  The 
trick  consists  in  this:  Hazlitt  calculates  that  percentage  of  the  old 
age  people  that  would  be  entitled  to  pension,  not  on  the  basis  of  the 
gainfully  employed  population,  as  is  usually  done  in  computing  the 
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distribution  of  the  income,  but  on  the  basis  of  total  population. 
That’s  how  he  gets  the  seven  per  cent.  But  that  is  obvious  nonsense. 
To  get  a correct  idea  of  what  proportion  of  the  national  income  the 
old  age  pensioners  would  be  getting  under  the  Townsend  plan,  one 
must  calculate  the  percentage  of  the  eight  million  old  people  on 
the  basis  of  the  population  gainfully  employed.  That  is,  for  1929, 
eight  million  out  of  about  forty-four  million  that  were  gainfully 
employed,  which  makes  over  18  per  cent,  instead  of  the  tricky  seven 
per  cent.  And  if  you  do  that,  it  does  not  look  any  longer  so  badly  in- 
equitable as  the  reactionaries  are  trying  to  make  it  out. 

But  that  is  not  all.  The  Townsend  people  claim,  and  correctly 
so,  that  old  age  pensions  will  take  off  a terrific  burden  from  the 
shoulders  of  the  young  who  are  now  supporting  (or  trying  to  sup- 
port) their  old  folks.  That  means  that  the  income  of  the  young 
toiling  people  will,  in  fact,  be  increased.  Today  the  real  income  of 
a young  wage  earner  who  gets  $20  a week  is  really  not  $20,  but 
somewhere  near  $15,  if  he  must  support  an  old  father;  and  it  is  still 
less  if  he  must  also  support  an  old  mother.  But  if  you  take  these 
old  people  off  his  shoulders  he  will  actually  be  having  more  income 
to  meet  his  own  needs. 

Another  thing  the  Townsend  people  claim  for  their  plan,  and 
rightly,  is  that  it  will  save  large  sums  of  money  that  are  now 
being  dispensed  to  the  old  in  the  disgraceful  form  of  charity  and 
pauper  relief — sums  of  money  that  eventually  come  out  of  the 
pockets  of  the  toilers. 

Thus,  if  you  discount  from  the  twenty  billions  the  savings  of 
the  young  who  will  no  longer  be  compelled  to  support  their  old  and 
the  savings  from  pauper  relief  and  charity,  the  twenty  billions  for 
old  age  pensions  will  look  still  less  inequitable  when  compared  with 
the  total  national  income. 

Ultimately,  of  course,  the  question  has  to  be  settled  from  an 
entirely  different  basis — from  the  basis  of  from  whose  income  these 
billions  will  come  out.  Is  it  to  be  the  income  of  the  toiling  population 
or  of  the  monopolies  and  the  rich?  We  shall  show  presently  that, 
if  the  Townsend  “transaction  tax”  is  adhered  to,  the  billions  will 
come  out  of  the  income  of  the  toilers  and  of  the  poor;  but  that  if 
the  pensions  are  financed  along  the  lines  of  the  Lundeen  and  Frazier 
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Bills,  the  billions  will  come  from  the  income  of  the  rich  and  the 
monopolies.  But  this  is  an  argument  (a  very  serious  one)  between 
those  who  are  for  old  age  pensions.  To  this  we  shall  come  shortly. 
Here  we  are  dealing  with  the  case  of  the  reactionaries  against  old 
age  pensions.  And  to  them  we  say: 

You  are  outraged,  or  you  pretend  to  be,  by  the  inequitable  redis- 
tribution of  income  which,  you  claim,  the  Townsend  plan  will  bring 
about.  This  we  brand  as  sheer  hypocrisy  and  slander.  We  have 
already  tried  to  show  your  dishonest  tricks  and  slanders.  We  will 
now  show  your  hypocrisy.  You  cry  against  a redistribution  of 
income.  But  how  is  income  distributed  today?  How  was  it  dis- 
tributed in  1929  at  the  peak  of  “prosperity” ? Only  65  per  cent 
went  to  wages  and  salaries,  while  20  per  cent  went  to  property 
income  and  15  per  cent  to  those  who  combine  in  one  person  man- 
agement and  labor.  These  figures  are  derived  from  a very  unsafe 
method  of  computing  the  real  share  of  the  toilers  as  compared  with 
that  of  the  exploiters.  Why?  Because  among  wages  and  salaries 
are  listed  the  income  of  the  wage  earner  who  makes  $10  a week 
and,  the  income  of  the  big  capitalist  paid  in  the  form  of  salary 
which  runs  up  to  more  than  $100,000  a year.  Yet  for  the  purpose 
of  rough  calculation  we  shall  take  these  percentages.  And  what  do 
they  show?  They  show  that  80  per  cent  of  those  gainfully  engaged 
in  1929  (roughly,  35  million  out  of  44),  whose  income  was  in 
the  form  of  wages  and  salaries,  received  only  65  per  cent  of  the 
total  national  income.  Is  that  equitable? 

Furthermore,  since  1929  (1929-1932)  the  share  of  labor  and 
of  the  small  owner  decreased  in  favor  of  property’s  share.  Also, 
during  the  same  period,  salaries  declined  41  per  cent,  while  total 
wages  declined  by  as  much  as  60  per  cent.  But  what  happened,  for 
example,  to  incomes  from  interest  payments?  These  fell  “by  only 
slightly  more  than  3 per  cent”.* 

Is  this  equitable?  Is  this  just?  Yes,  it  is  capitalist  justice,  the 
justice  and  equity  of  Morgan,  du  Pont,  Ford,  and  Rockefeller.  But 
it  is  not  people’s  justice  and  equity.  The  people  want  a redistribu- 

* These  and  the  previous  figures  are  taken  from  the  studies  of  the  Inter- 
national Labor  Office  ( Social  and  Economic  Reconstruction  in  the  United 
States)  . 
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tion  of  income  in  favor  of  the  toilers  and  in  disfavor  of  the  monopo- 
lies. What  is  wrong  with  that?  All  we  should  look  out  for  is  such 
a way  as  will  actually  achieve  the  aim. 

The  rich  have  a clever  fellow  at  their  service.  His  name  is 
Walter  Lippman.  And  he  supplies  them  with  all  kinds  of  clever 
arguments  against  the  toilers.  For  example,  the  same  Lippman  has 
this  to  say  about  the  Townsend  people.  The  Townsendites,  he  says, 
have  the  notion  that  if  people  worked  less  and  spent  more,  they 
would  be  richer.  That  is  supposed  to  be  very  clever  and  smart.  Is 
it,  though?  The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  it  is  not  the  Townsend 
people  who  have  such  notions,  but  the  rich  and  the  exploiters. 
These  exploiters  of  the  people  not  only  have  such  notions,  but  they 
actually  practise  them;  they  have  established  a capitalist  system  that 
works  that  way:  namely,  the  richer  you  are,  the  less  you  work  and 
the  more  you  spend — for  yourself. 

The  fear  of  the  growing  movement  for  old  age  pensions  and 
unemployment  insurance  is  making  some  of  the  reactionaries  turn 
favorably  to  Roosevelt’s  so-called  security  law.  No  wonder.  That 
security  law  offers  plenty  of  security  to  the  rich  and  mighty  little 
to  those  who  most  need  it.  The  same  Hazlitt  has  this  to  say: 

“The  final  paradox  of  the  Townsend  plan  is  that  the  sponsors 
for  it  have  become  most  insistent  just  after  comprehensive  old  age 
pension  legislation  has  been  enacted  for  the  first  time  in  our  history.” 
{Ibid.) 

Comprehensive  legislation — this  is  supposed  to  describe  Roose- 
velt’s fraudulent  security  law!  Can  hypocrisy  go  further?  Aside 
from  the  fact  that  in  actuality  things  went  just  the  other  way 
around,  namely,  as  the  movement  among  the  masses  for  genuine 
old  age  pensions  and  unemployment  insurance  picked  up  strength, 
Roosevelt  hoped  to  forestall  the  victory  of  the  movement  by  hustling 
through  a caricature  of  old  age  pensions  and  unemployment  insur- 
ance. These  are  the  facts.  But  aside  from  this,  how  can  anyone 
call  Roosevelt’s  law  “comprehensive  legislation”?  It  is  adding  injury 
to  insult.  For  here  is  how  even  the  New  York  Times,  the  same 
Wall  Street  paper  in  which  Hazlitt  is  making  these  arguments,  is 
compelled  to  describe  the  factual  side  of  Roosevelt’s  old  age  pension 
scheme. 
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The  Roosevelt  law  “authorizes  an  appropriation  of  $49,750,000 
for  the  current  fiscal  year,  and  so  much  as  may  be  needed  thereafter, 
to  enable  each  state  to  furnish  financial  assistance  ‘as  far  as  'prac- 
ticable under  the  conditions  in  such  state ’ (quoting  from  the  law), 
to  aged  needy  persons,  more  than  65  years  old . Federal  grants 
are  authorized  on  a fifty-fifty  matching  basis  with  the  states,  except 
that  the  federal  government’s  share  in  no  case  mould  exceed  $15 
a month”.  This  is  one  part  of  the  law,  the  one  that  is  supposed 
to  provide  for  immediate  old  age  pensions.  But  it  does  nothing  of 
the  sort.  It  shifts  the  whole  thing  back  to  the  states  and  the  law 
leaves  it  entirely  to  the  states  to  decide  what,  if  anything,  they 
want  to  do  about  old  age  pensions.  And  if  they  decide  to  do  some- 
thing, then  the  federal  government  will  match  them  dollar  for 
dollar,  but  never  more  than  $15  a month.  Which  means  that  even 
in  the  case  of  the  most  liberal  and  progressive  state  legislation,  the 
monthly  payment  will  not  be  more  than  $30  a month — unless  the 
states  would  want  to  go  above  the  maximum  sum  which  the  federal 
government  will  match  on  a fifty-fifty  basis,  which,  of  course,  most 
of  them  will  not  do.  The  most  important  thing  to  see  is  that  this 
provision  of  the  law  shifts  the  whole  affair  to  the  states;  if  these  do 
nothing  about  it,  neither  will  the  federal  government. 

Then  there  is  another  part  of  the  law.  This  “provides  for  a 
long-range  contributory  old  age  pension  system,  to  be  financed  by 
an  income  tax  on  employes  and  a payroll  tax  on  employers.  . . . 
Under  the  operation  of  the  system,  each  qualified  worker  who 
retires  at  the  age  of  65,  but  not  prior  to  Jan.  1,  1942,  would 
receive  a monthly  pension,  until  his  death,  ranging  from  $10  to  $85, 
depending  upon  the  total  amount  of  mages  earned  by  the  bene- 
ficiary after  Dec . 31,  1936,  and  before  he  reaches  retirable  age”. 

Look  at  it  closely.  The  scheme  does  not  operate  for  the  next 
six  years . No  help  for  the  old  people  of  today,  and  of  the  next 
six  years,  until  most  of  them  will  have  died.  That  is  Roosevelt’s 
humor. 

Look  also  at  the  next  “joker”.  Pensions  will  be  paid,  says  the 
law,  “depending  upon  the  total  amount  of  wages  earned  by  the  bene- 
ficiary”. And  suppose  he  earns  nothing — or  next  to  nothing — because 
he  cannot  find  a job  as  15,000,000  people  cannot  find  one  today, 
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what  happens  to  his  old  age  pension?  Why,  nothing  happens  to  it; 
there  simply  is  no  pension . That  is  Roosevelt’s  humor  again. 

And  after  all  that,  the  paid  defenders  of  Roosevelt’s  fraudulent 
scheme  have  the  audacity  to  characterize  the  Townsend  plan  as  a 
“scheme  of  complete  absurdity,  cruelly  mischievous,  crassly  unwork- 
able and  filled  with  possibilities  of  wreckage”.  This  is  the  utterance 
of  no  less  a person  than  Dr.  Stuart  A.  Rice,  acting  chairman  of  the 
Central  Statistical  Board,  United  States  Bureau  of  Census.  He 
grows  very  indignant,  this  doctor  does,  when  speaking  of  the  Town- 
send Plan.  And  he  thunders:  “What  old  age  pensions  do  we 

mean?  The  Townsend  old  age  bonanzas,  or  the  carefully  devised 
schedules  of  benefits  and  annuities  permitted  under  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act?  And  what  kind  of  costs  are  we  talking  about?  Fiscal 
only?  Or  in  addition  the  human  costs  of  a scheme  so  cruelly 
mischievous,  so  crassly  unworkable,  so  filled  with  the  possibilities  of 
wreckage  as  the  good  Dr.  Townsend  and  his  assisting  high-pressure 
promoters  are  seeking  to  foist  in  this  country?”  ( New  York  Times y 
Dec.  29,  1935.) 

There  is  only  one  true  word  in  all  this  diatribe.  There  is  no 
doubt  that  the  Roosevelt  schedules  have  been  very  “carefully  de- 
vised”. So  carefully,  indeed,  that  no  old  age  pensions  have  come 
out  as  a result. 

Coughlin  Steps  In 

Says  The  New  York  Herald  Tribune  of  December  22,  1935: 

“Father  Coughlin  devoted  a large  part  of  his  Sunday  broadcast 
to  answering  ‘briefly  and  honestly’  many  letters  he  said  he  had 
received  asking  his  attitude  toward  this  Townsend  plan.” 

Brief  it  was;  as  to  its  honesty,  we  shall  see. 

Coughlin  does  not  think  the  plan  will  work.  Why? 

“The  Townsend  plan  to  pay  monthly  pensions  of  $200  to  each 
person  more  than  sixty  years  old  ‘is  not  workable  nor  can  it  be 
workable  until  the  120,000,000  American  people  rescue  from  the 
hands  of  a few  thousand  plutocrats  the  right  to  coin  and  regulate 
the  value  of  our  sovereign  money’.”  ( Ibid .) 

Further: 
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“He  said  it  would  be  ‘impossible  for  the  government  to  secure 
the  $1,600,000,000  a month  required  to  distribute  $200  to  each  of 
the  aged  citizens  in  the  nation’.”  ( Ibid .) 

The  conclusion? 

“The  priest  proposed  that  ‘we  put  first  things  first’  . . . ‘the 
private  control  of  credit  must  be  abandoned.  This  means  that  the 
privately  controlled  politicians  who  support  the  barons  of  wealth 
who  own  the  Federal  Reserve  banks  must  be  driven  from  the  halls 
of  Congress’.”  ( Ibid .) 

The  net  result  of  all  this  clever  talk  about  “first  things  first”  is 
that  Coughlin  is  against  the  Townsend  flan . Coughlin,  you  see, 
wants  the  people  to  give  up  the  fight  for  old  age  pensions  and  to 
accept  his  own  panacea  which  is  expressed  in  points  6 and  7 of  the 
program  of  his  National  Union  for  Social  Justice.  These  two 
points  call  for  the  abolition  of  the  “privately  owned  Federal  Re- 
serve Banking  system”  and  the  establishment  of  “a  government- 
owned  Central  Bank”,  and  for  the  restoration  to  Congress  of  the 
right  “to  coin  and  regulate  the  value  of  money”. 

It  is  a fact  that  the  Federal  Reserve  system  is  controlled  by  the 
monopolies  which  use  their  power  to  rob  and  plunder  the  people. 
Coughlin  is  careful  not  to  speak  of  the  monopolies.  Insteady  he 
talks  vaguely  of  “a  few  thousand  plutocrats”.  All  very  well  so  long 
as  we  know  who  these  are:  the  monopolies,  Wall  Street,  big  business. 
This  financial  oligarchy  controls  the  credit  and  currency  of  the 
country  because  it  controls  the  most  vitals  means  of  froduction . If 
Coughlin  really  meant  to  tackle  “first  things  first”,  he  would  say: 
take  away  from  the  financial  oligarchy  the  control  of  such  industries 
as  steel  and  power,  take  away  from  them  the  railroads,  take  away 
from  them  all  concentrated  and  basic  industries  and  put  them  into 
the  hands  of  a Farmer-Labor  government.  This  would  cut  the 
very  ground  from  under  the  feet  of  the  monopolies  and  plutocrats. 
And  with  this  as  the  main  program,  the  nationalization  of  credit 
and  banking  would  mean  something  to  the  people. 

It  is  not  so  much  a question  of  the  order  in  which  such  national- 
ization is  carried  out.  It  is  quite  possible  to  begin  by  nationalizing 
the  banking  system  and  with  this  as  a wedge  proceed  to  the  nation- 
alization of  the  basic  industries.  Provided,  there  is  a rounded  out 
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plan  to  use  the  nationalization  of  banking  and  credit  for  the  central 
purpose  of  breaking  the  domination  of  the  monopolies  in  all  spheres 
of  national  economy ; and  provided  further y this  job  is  entrusted  to  a 
Farmer-Labor  government  which  can  be  depended  on  to  fight  the 
monopolies  and  stand  up  for  the  interests  of  the  people. 

But  Coughlin  does  not  talk  of  these  things.  This  is  not  what  he 
means.  What  does  he  mean?  His  attitude  to  the  fight  for  old 
age  pensions  is  one  example  of  what  he  really  means.  He  uses  the 
panacea  of  nationalizing  banking  and  credit  in  order  to  keep  the 
toilers  back  from  fighting  for  the  real  things . Here  we  see  millions 
of  people  throughout  the  country  rallying  to  various  movements 
that  fight  for  old  age  pensions  and  unemployment  insurance.  These 
are  real  things y things  of  immediate  benefit  to  the  people.  True, 
these  things  by  themselves  will  not  abolish  the  rule  of  the  exploiters 
and  plutocrats,  nor  will  they  usher  in  the  era  of  plenty,  as  we  shall 
show  later.  But  old  age  pensions,  unemployment  insurance,  and 
similar  measures  will  strengthen  the  people  in  their  fight  against  the 
exploiters;  they  will  make  it  easier  for  the  people  to  reach  the  point 
of  undertaking  the  overthrow  of  the  rule  of  the  monopolies.  This 
is  what  the  people  are  trying  to  do.  So  in  steps  Coughlin  and  says 
in  effect:  why  do  you  want  to  fight  for  old  age  pensions  or  unem- 
ployment insurance?  It  is  not  workable.  It  is  not  the  “first  thing”. 
You  better  try  to  get  a Government  Central  Bank.  That  will  cure 
all  your  ills. 

Coughlin  is  cleverer  than  the  other  reactionaries.  He  does  not 
say  the  Townsend  Plan  is  no  good.  He  does  not  ridicule  the  plan. 
Instead,  he  says:  “I  heartily  endorse  the  principle  of  social  security 
which  his  philosophy  advocates.”  ( Ibid .) 

Fine  words,  aren’t  they?  But  they  are  only  words.  For  when 
it  comes  to  endorsing,  not  merely  the  “philosophy  of  social  security”, 
but  the  specific  demand  for  old  age  pensions,  Coughlin  turns  around 
and  declares  “it  won’t  work”.  Well,  if  that  is  the  case,  let  us  tell 
Coughlin  that  we  don’t  want  merely  the  “philosophy”  of  the  thing; 
we  want  the  money.  And  when  it  comes  to  “philosophy”,  why, 
even  Hoover  is  for  the  philosophy  of  social  security. 

There  is  something  else  we  might  ask  Coughlin.  If  it  is  true,  as 
he  now  claims  in  reply  to  questions,  that  he  is  for  social  security, 
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why  didn’t  he  include  a specific  demand  along  these  lines  in  his 
sixteen-point  program?  You  can  scan  his  program  forward  and 
backward  and  you  will  find  no  trace  of  a demand  either  for  old 
age  pensions  or  for  unemployment  insurance.  But  now,  when  large 
numbers  of  the  American  people  are  rallying  to  these  demands  and 
to  such  proposals  as  the  Lundeen  and  Frazier  Bills  and  the  Town- 
send (McGroarty)  Bill,  now  Coughlin  steps  in.  And  for  what 
purpose?  Not  to  help  win  these  demands,  but  to  tell  the  people 
to  give  them  up  and  wait  for  a Government  Central  Bank. 

That  is  Coughlin’s  way  of  sabotaging  the  fight  for  old  age 
pensions. 

There  is  still  another  reactionary  outfit  that  is  crusading  against 
the  Townsend  Plan  and  old  age  pensions.  This  is  the  infamous 
“Crusaders,  Inc.”.  On  the  council  of  this  reactionary  weapon  of 
the  monopolies  we  find  John  W.  Davis,  a Morgan  attorney;  Cleve- 
land E.  Dodge,  of  Dodge  & Co.;  Alfred  P.  Sloan,  President  of 
General  Motors;  James  P.  Warburg,  of  the  Bank  of  Manhattan; 
and  similar  “friends  of  the  people”.  And  because  of  their  great 
devotion  to  the  well-being  of  the  people,  the  Crusaders  have  been 
making  repeated  broadcasts  over  the  Mutual  Broadcasting  System 
against  old  age  pensions  and  against  the  Townsend  Plan.  Their 
arguments  are  not  much  different  from  those  of  the  other  reac- 
tionaries. But  they  especially  insist  that  the  money  for  financing 
the  Townsend  Plan  will  have  to  come  out  of  the  “national  income”. 
That  is  true.  The  only  and  main  question  is:  from  whose  part  of 
the  national  income — from  the  fart  of  the  toiling  feofle  or  from 
the  fart  a f prof  rioted  by  the  monofolies  and  flutocrats?  Which 
brings  us  to  the  second  part  of  our  discussion  of  the  Townsend  Plan. 

Transaction  Tax — or  Tax  on  the  Monopolies  and  Plutocrats? 

An  important  question  that  has  to  be  clarified  among  those  who 
fight  for  old  age  pensions  is — Who  Is  Going  to  Pay  for  It?  To 
this  very  serious  question  the  Townsend  movement  has  so  far  not 
found  the  correct  answer.  What  is  the  answer  of  the  Townsend 
Plan  to  this  question?  It  is  that  the  old  age  pensions  will  be 
financed  by  a transaction  tax  of  two  per  cent.  This  is,  in  fact, 
a sales  tax  which  will  fall  heaviest  upon  the  toiling  masses.  If  that 
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is  so,  the  old  age  pensions  will  not  do  much  good.  Because  the 
plan  will  take  away  from  the  people  through  the  transaction  tax 
with  one  hand  what  it  gives  them  through  pensions  with  the  other 
hand.  The  net  gain,  if  any,  in  the  income  of  the  toiling  people 
will  be  very  little. 

Here  is  how  the  transaction  tax,  which  is  a tax  not  only  on 
retail  sales,  but  on  all  transactions,  will  work  out  in  practice.  We 
will  let  Mr.  John  T.  Flynn  explain  it.  To  our  knowledge  he  is 
not  an  enemy  of  old  age  pensions  but  a friend  and  one  who  knows 
well  the  mechanics  of  capitalist  economy,  although  he  is  in  error  on 
the  fundamental  laws  of  capitalist  society. 

“I  buy  a suit  for  $30  and  pay  a tax  of  two  per  cent.  I sell  it 
to  you  for  $40  and  you  pay  two  per  cent.  The  retail  price  of  the 
suit  is  $40.  But  the  two  transactions  total  $70.  Of  course  I pass 
the  two  per  cent  I pay  on  to  you.  You  pay  that  plus  the  two  per 
cent  you  pay  when  you  buy  the  suit.  You  really  pay  more  than 
two  per  cent.  . . . Because  the  taxes  start  with  the  wool  on  the 
sheep.  The  shipper  buys  from  the  farmer  and  pays  two  per  cent. 

The  yarn  maker  buys  from  the  shipper.  The  fabric  maker  buys 
from  the  yarn  maker.  The  suit  manufacturer  buys  from  the  cloth 
maker  and  so  on.  And  there  is  a two  per  cent  tax  on  each  trans- 
action. The  total  of  the  transaction  on  a $40  suit  may  be  $250. 

All  these  taxes  are  paid  by  the  final  customer  to  the  retailer.  The 
buyer  of  a $40  suit  might  well  pay  two  per  cent  on  $250  and  not 
two  per  cent  on  $40.”  (Distributed  by  NEA  Service,  Inc.) 

These  are  the  mechanics  of  the  transaction  tax.  And  who  will 
pay  it? 

“Most  of  the  taxes  in  the  end  would  be  paid  by  customers  at  retail. 

And  this  means  the  great  bulk  would  be  paid  by  the  wage  earners 
of  the  nation.”  {ibid.) 

That  is,  by  the  people  least  able  to  pay;  by  the  very  people  who 
need  the  old  age  pensions  as  an  immediate  relief  from  unbearable 
economic  conditions. 

No  wonder,  therefore,  that  the  reactionaries  and  enemies  of 
old  age  pensions  have  seized  especially  upon  the  transaction  tax 
feature  of  the  Townsend  Plan  in  order  to  discredit  the  whole  prop- 
osition. The  transaction  tax  is  its  weakest  point.  And  the  enemy, 
naturally,  seeks  the  weakest  point  to  attack.  It  is  the  duty  of  all 
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genuine  friends  of  old  age  pensions  to  seek  to  eliminate  this  weak 
and  dangerous  point  in  the  plan.  It  is  necessary  to  do  so  for  the 
sake  of  the  plan  itself. 

Where  Mr.  Flynn  makes  a serious  error  is  by  dismissing  the 
Townsend  Plan  too  lightly  just  because  of  its  transaction  tax  feature. 
Friends  of  old  age  pensions  cannot  adopt  this  attitude  to  a plan 
for  old  age  pensions  which  has  rallied  large  masses  to  itself.  Instead, 
the  friends  should  point  out  the  errors  of  the  plan  and  thus  strengthen 
the  movement  for  old  age  pensions.  Any  other  attitude  just  plays 
into  the  hands  of  the  reactionary  opponents  of  old  age  pensions. 

Representative  Maverick,  Democrat  of  Texas,  makes  a similar 
error.  He  says:  “I  am  for  sound  social  security,  old  age  pensions, 
unemployment  insurance,  industrial  accident  insurance,  all  to  be 
evolved  slowly  and  intelligently.  To  inject  the  Townsend  Plan 
into  the  picture  is  simply  to  ‘keep  old  people  or  people  in  need  from 
getting  anything’.55  {The  New  York  Herald  Tribune , December 
21,  1935.) 

As  to  doing  the  job  “intelligently55,  by  all  means.  But  as  to 
evolving  it  “slowly55,  the  question  is,  how  slowly?  Roosevelt’s 
scheme  has  the  one  virtue  of  being  very  slow,  but  that  is  why  it  is 
a fraud.  Representative  Maverick  is  positively  wrong  when  he 
says  that  the  Liberty  League  is  anxious  that  the  Townsend  Plan 
should  become  popular.  He  says: 

“The  big-shot  bankers  and  the  Liberty  Leaguers,  who  are  against 
the  president  and  against  any  kind  of  social  security,  are  anxious 
for  the  Townsend  plan  to  gain  popular  favor,  because  they  are  smart 
enough  to  know  it  is  utterly  impossible  and  will  muddle  the  issue, 
destroying  all  chances  of  any  help  at  all  for  older  people.”  ( Ibid .) 

That  is  simply  not  true;  not  the  way  it  stands.  The  Liberty 
League  and  the  big-shot  bankers,  the  main  enemies  of  the  people, 
are  as  a matter  of  fact  deadly  opposed  to  the  Townsend  Plan. 
And,  far  from  desiring  the  spread  of  its  popularity,  they  are  doing 
all  they  can  to  discredit  the  plan,  and  they  are  cleverly  using  Mave- 
rick’s own  article  to  accomplish  that  aim.  See,  for  instance,  the 
space  and  display  that  the  Herald  Tribune  is  giving  to  Maverick’s 
attack  upon  the  Townsend  Plan. 

But  that  is  not  all.  The  reactionaries  are  also  seeking  to  get 
control  over  the  Townsend  movement,  not  for  the  purpose  of 
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realizing  its  plan,  but  in  order  to  defeat  that  plan  and  to  use  the 
movement  in  the  interests  of  the  monopolies.  And  they  may  suc- 
ceed, too.  But  if  they  do,  one  of  the  main  responsibilities  will  be 
that  of  Roosevelt  who  betrayed  the  people  on  the  question  of  social 
security,  as  on  many  others.  The  people  in  the  Townsend  move- 
ment know  the  fraudulent  nature  of  Roosevelt’s  old  age  pension 
plan,  which  is  evolving  very  “slowly”  indeed.  They  distrust  Roose- 
velt, therefore,  and  rightly  so.  And  if  the  Farmer-Labor  forces 
do  not  make  more  rapid  headway  in  the  near  future,  by  winning 
also  the  Townsend  movement  to  their  side,  there  is  really  great 
danger  that  the  Liberty  Leaguers  may  succeed  in  enmeshing  into 
their  reactionary  net,  and  against  Roosevelt,  large  numbers  of 
Townsend  followers. 

Still  worse  is  the  attitude  to  the  Townsend  movement  displayed 
by  the  “Old  Guard”  leaders  of  the  Socialist  Party.  All  they  have 
to  say  is: 

“.  . . that  is  the  plan;  and  it  is  as  practical  and  workable  and 
efficacious  as  the  Brooklyn  miracle  worker’s  promise  to  bring-  back 
the  wandering-  sweetheart.  It  simfly  will  not  work  out.  There  isn’t 
that  much  wealth  in  the  country .”  (William  M.  Feigenbaum,  New 
Leader , Jan.  4,  1936.) 

In  other  words:  all  the  “Old  Guard”  leaders  have  to  say  is  to 
repeat  parrot-like  the  tripe  of  such  friends  of  the  people  as  Coughlin, 
The  New  York  Times y The  New  York  Herald  Tribune y etc.  Of 
course,  this  is  done  in  the  name  of  Socialism.  So  much  greater  the 
crime  against  Socialism  and  against  the  people. 

Our  attitude,  the  attitude  of  the  Communists,  is  entirely  differ- 
ent. And  we  have  said  so,  officially  in  the  name  of  our  Party.  We 
see  in  the  Townsend  movement,  first  of  all,  a movement  of  masses 
of  toilers  seeking  relief  from  the  unbearable  burdens  of  the  crisis, 
of  old  age  under  capitalism,  of  poverty  and  insecurity  brought  about 
by  the  exploiters  and  their  damnable  system.  We  see  in  it,  secondly, 
a movement  for  old  age  pensions,  which  are  vitally  necessary  for 
millions  of  toilers  in  this  country.  We  see  in  it,  thirdly,  a move- 
ment of  powerful  protest,  not  yet  clear  and  still  full  of  illusions, 
but  of  protest  nonetheless  against  the  policy  of  the  monopolies  to 
make  the  toilers  pay  for  the  crisis  for  which  these  same  monopolies 
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are  responsible.  And,  therefore,  we  have  said:  we  are  heart  and 
soul  with  your  demand  for  old  age  pensions  and  for  social  security; 
we  are  with  you  in  the  opposition  to  Roosevelt’s  fraudulent  scheme 
of  pensions;  we  are  with  you  in  opposition  to  the  monopolies,  the 
financial  oligarchy  and  plutocrats  who  refuse  to  give  old  age  pensions. 
We  will  fight  side  by  side  with  you  for  your  main  aim:  old  age 
pensions.  And  in  doing  so  we  shall  seek  to  convince  you  that  your 
plan  has  some  vital  weaknesses.  One  of  them  is  the  transaction  tax. 
We  shall  show  you  that  there  is  a better  way.  Old  age  pensions 
can  be  financed  from  taxation  of  high  incomes  and  fortunes;  and 
there  is  plenty  of  wealth  in  this  country y to  make  the  flan  a success . 

From  the  foregoing  it  is  clear  that  a transaction  tax  to  finance 
old  age  pensions  will  do  the  people,  not  the  monopolies,  more  harm 
than  good.  The  success  of  the  Townsend  Plan  demands  that  this 
feature — the  transaction  tax — be  eliminated  and  in  its  place  some- 
thing different  be  inserted.  Namely:  taxation  of  high  incomes  and 
fortunes.  This  is  the  principle  upon  which  the  Lundeen  and  Frazier 
Bills  are  built.  This  is  the  principle  that  will  affect  a redistribution 
of  income  in  such  a way  that  the  rich  will  have  less  and  the  poor 
will  have  more.  Whereas  a transaction  tax,  as  already  shown,  will 
leave  the  rich  untouched  but  will  take  from  the  poor  to  give  to 
the  poor  or  poorer. 

It  is  true  that  even  a correctly  financed  pension  plan  will  not 
abolish  poverty  or  unemployment.  It  will  not  by  itself  introduce 
real  and  lasting  security.  We  will  show  presently  why.  But  it 
will  be  a great  help  and  relief.  It  may  also  help  bring  nearer  the 
day  when  the  present  capitalist  system,  which  is  the  cause  of  all 
poverty  and  insecurity,  will  be  abolished. 

The  Townsend  people  themselves  must  have  begun  to  realize 
that  all  is  not  well  with  the  transaction  tax.  In  the  Bill  which 
McGroarty  introduced  to  give  effect  to  the  Townsend  Plan  (filed 
April  1,  1935),  the  financing  of  the  pensions  is  to  be  done  not 
only  by  a transaction  tax  but  also  by  other  taxes.  The  bill  proposes 
that,  besides  the  2 per  cent  transaction  tax,  there  be  imposed  an 
additional  tax  “equal  to  one-tenth  of  the  tax  levied  upon  all  incomes 
under  the  provisions  of  the  ‘Revenue  Act  of  1934’  or  any  amend- 
ment thereto”,  a 2 per  cent  additional  inheritance  tax  and  a 2 per 
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cent  tax  on  all  gifts  above  $500.  This  is  already  a modification  of 
the  original  plan  which  the  leaders  of  the  Townsend  movement, 
presumably,  agreed  to. 

These  modifications  do  not  improve  matters;  they  make  them 
even  worse.  They  leave  the  transaction  tax  in  force.  And  of  the 
additional  tax,  equal  to  one-tenth  of  the  present  tax  upon  all  incomes* 
we  must  say  that  the  principle  is  wrong  again.  All  incomes — isn’t 
there  a difference  between,  say,  an  income  of  $50,000  a year  and 
one  of  $1,500?  Isn’t  it  clear  that,  by  taxing  them  alike , you  have 
actually  taxed  the  farmer  and  wage  earner  (who  is  lucky  if  he  now 
earns  $1,500)  many  times  heavier ? Where  is  the  justice  of  it? 
The  capitalist,  who  makes  $50,000  has  all  the  security  and  plenty 
he  needs.  His  old  folks  are  no  burden  to  him.  The  chances  are 
they  have  as  big  an  income  as  himself,  if  not  more.  But  the  wage 
earner  and  the  small  farmer,  who  earns  $1,500,  not  by  exploiting 
others  as  the  first  fellow  does,  but  because  he  is  exploited  by  the 
guy  with  the  big  income,  has  no  security  at  all.  To  him  the  old 
folks  are  the  real  burden.  It  is  he  whom  the  Townsend  Plan  must 
seek  to  help.  Every  cent  taken  away  from  this  person  in  taxes  is  a 
bite  of  bread  snatched  out  of  his  mouth.  And  yet  the  leaders  of  the 
Townsend  movement  want  to  tax  all  incomes  alike . Again  we  ask: 
where  is  the  sense  and  where  is  the  justice? 

We  can  quite  understand  the  Liberty  League,  the  monopolies 
and  the  plutocrats  when  they  champion  such  “equality”  of  taxation. 
Why?  Because  that  is  in  the  interests  of  the  rich;  because  that 
makes  the  poor  person  carry  an  infinitely  heavier  burden  of  taxation 
than  the  rich.  But  why  should  the  Townsend  Plan,  which  pre- 
sumably is  devised  to  help  the  poor  (Morgan  and  Rockefeller  need 
no  Townsend  pensions),  why  should  this  movement  champion  a 
principle  of  taxation  that  is  for  the  rich  and  against  the  poor? 

Now  see  what  the  transaction  tax  will  do  to  an  income  of  $1,500. 

It  has  been  computed  that  a 2 per  cent  transaction  tax  would 
amount  (roughly)  to  a 40  per  cent  sales  tax.  That  means,  for 
every  dollar  spent,  the  wage  worker  and  farmer  will  pay  40  cents  in 
taxes.  And  since  an  income  of  $1,500  saves  practically  nothing 
but  is  spent  on  maintenance,  therefore  the  earner  of  such  income 
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will  pay  yearly  about  $600  in  transaction  tax.  This  would  cut  his  in- 
come to  $900. 

Now  see  what  happens  to  the  fellow  with  a $50,000  income. 
This  income,  unlike  the  previous  one,  saves;  and  saves  a good  deal. 
It  thus  accumulates  capital  to  exploit  the  wage  earners  and  farmers. 
For  actual  maintenance,  the  person  with  this  income  spends  only  a 
fraction  of  his  total  income;  and  it  is  on  this  fraction  that  he  would 
have  to  pay  the  transaction  tax.  Say,  he  spends  $20,000  on  mainte- 
nance (one  can  live  very  comfortably  on  such  a sum).  That  means, 
he  will  pay  in  transaction  tax  $8,000.  Which  leaves  him  a com- 
fortable sum  of  $12,000  for  maintenance  and  $30,000  for  business. 
The  transaction  tax  on  the  latter  is  automatically  transmitted  to  the 
toiling  people. 

They  both  pay  an  equal  transaction  tax.  But  the  wage  earner 
remains  with  $900  a year,  a little  over  $16  a week,  to  satisfy  all 
the  wants  of  himself  and  his  family,  while  the  other  fellow  remains 
with  $42,000,  a little  over  $800  a week. 

This  is  what  the  transaction  tax  of  the  Townsend  Plan  will 
accomplish.  But  is  this  what  the  Townsend  people  want?  No, 
it  is  not.  They  want  life  made  easier,  not  harder,  for  the  toiling 
people.  And  the  only  way  to  do  so  is  to  eliminate  the  transaction 
tax  and  substitute  for  it  a graduated  tax  on  large  incomes  and  for- 
tunes. The  higher  the  income,  the  higher  the  tax.  The  larger  the 
fortune,  the  larger  the  tax.  This  is  the  principle  upon  which  are 
built  the  Lundeen  and  Frazier  Bills  on  old  age  pensions,  unemploy- 
ment insurance,  disability  and  maternity  insurance. 

And  let  no  one  tell  you  that  there  is  not  that  amount  of  wealth 
in  the  country.  There  is  more  than  anybody  imagines.  We  have 
already  referred  to  the  fact  that  this  country  will  have  spent  $80,- 
000,000,000  on  the  World  War  of  1914-1918 — the  war  to  make 
safe  the  investments  of  Morgan  & Co. 

This  country  can  spend  this  and  more  to  make  safe  the  old  age 
of  its  toiling  population. 

It  may  be  argued  that  taxation  of  high  incomes  and  fortunes 
will  not  provide  enough  funds  for  a $200  monthly  pension.  The 
answer  to  this  is:  first,  the  Townsend  Bill  itself  does  not  insist  upon 
$200.  As  already  mentioned,  this  Bill  provides  for  “not  more 
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than  $200”.  That  means,  if  the  bill  is  adopted,  the  pension  will 
be  much  less.  And  that  has  been  agreed  to  by  the  leaders  of  the 
Townsend  movement  themselves,  for  the  McGroarty  Bill  is  their 
bill. 

Second,  we  should  all  strive  to  secure  as  high  a pension  as  is 
possible,  but  no  less  than  is  necessary,  to  maintain  the  old  people  at 
a certain  livable  standard.  To  put  limitations  to  that  minimum, 
to  insist  that  the  pension  should  not  fall  below  that  minimum,  is 
infinitely  more  important  than  to  provide  for  a theoretical  maximum, 
as  the  McGroarty  Bill  does.  The  stronger  the  people’s  movement 
grows,  the  higher  will  be  the  pensions  that  the  movement  will  secure. 
It  is  chiefly  a question  of  making  the  people  stronger  and  the  enemies 
of  the  people — the  monopolies — weaker. 

It  is  along  these  correct  lines  that  the  Frazier  and  Lundeen  Bills 
have  been  drafted.  The  Frazier  Bill  provides  that  old  age  pensions 
shall  be  the  same  as  the  compensation  for  unemployment  insurance. 
And  what  is  that?  We  quote  from  the  bill: 

“A  worker  totally  unemployed  shall  receive  compensation  equal 
to  the  average  weekly  wage  payable  in  his  occupation  or  profession 
in  his  district.” 

This  is  for  wage  earners.  As  to  farmers,  small  business  men 
and  others  who  work  for  themselves,  the  bill  provides: 

“A  worker  who  is  self-employed  and  is  eligible  for  compensa- 
tion shall  receive  compensation  in  an  amount  equal  to  the  difference 
between  his  average  weekly  net  earnings  and  the  minimum  com- 
pensation provided  under  this  Act.” 

The  average  weekly  wage,  or  the  average  net  weekly  earnings, 
are  the  minimum  weekly  payments  provided  for  the  unemployed. 
That  is  what  the  people  need  and  can  secure  at  the  present  time. 

Old  age  pensions  are  provided  for  in  a similar  way.  The  Bill 
provides: 

“(a)  A person  who  is  receiving  unemployment  or  disability 
compensation  at  the  time  he  reaches  the  age  of  sixty,  shall  continue 
to  receive  compensation  at  the  same  rate. 

“(b)  A person  who  is  engaged  in  gainful  work  at  the  age  of 
sixty  or  over,  and  ceases  thereafter  to  work,  shall  receive  compensa- 
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tion  at  the  same  rate  as  is  provided  for  a totally  unemployed 
worker.” 

That  is,  in  all  cases  the  old  age  pensions  must  not  fall  below 
average  weekly  wages  or  earnings. 

Of  decisive  importance  to  the  question  of  who  will  pay  for 
these  measures  of  security  are  the  principles  of  financing  the  insur- 
ance plan  as  formulated  by  the  Frazier  Bill.  It  says: 

“The  cost  of  the  system  must  be  a primary  charge  on  the  national 
wealth  and  must  be  regarded  as  a component  element  of  the  Budget 
of  the  federal  government  to  be  provided  for  out  of  the  National 
Treasury.  Any  additional  costs  necessitated  thereby  should  be  derived 
by  suitable  revenue  legislation,  from  high  incomes,  corporate  sur- 
pluses and  other  accumulated  wealth,  and  should  not  be  placed 
directly,  by  payroll  taxes,  or  indirectly,  by  sales  taxes,  upon  the 
workers  of  the  United  States  whose  standard  of  living  Congress 
hereby  seeks  to  protect.” 

The  Townsend  movement  has  everything  to  gain  and  nothing 
to  lose  by  supporting  such  a principle  of  old  age  pensions. 

From  Old  Age  Pensions  to  Security 

According  to  its  promoters,  the  Townsend  Plan  will  not  only 
provide  old  age  pensions  but  will  also  eliminate  all  the  social  evils  of 
today;  crises,  depression,  unemployment,  poverty — all  of  these  will 
disappear  with  the  adoption  of  the  Townsend  Plan  for  Old  Age 
Pensions.  Here  is  how  this  idea  is  stated: 

“The  forced  retirement  of  these  annuitants  who  receive  these 
monthly  annuities  will  open  over  four  million  jobs  to  the  young 
and  middle-aged.  In  addition  to  this,  government  statistics  tell  us 
that  the  spending  of  $200  a month  will  create  one  job  for  somebody. 

Thus  we  have  eight  million  more  jobs.  Additional  capital  that  will 
be  put  to  work  from  out  of  musty  bank  vaults  and  treasuries,  in 
anticipation  of  a large  volume  of  steady  business,  will  create  addi- 
tional millions  of  jobs.  Here  we  have  the  entire  unemployment  ques- 
tion solved.”  (James  T.  Walker,  National  Townsend  Weekly , 
October  21,  1935.) 

If  that  were  so,  it  would  have  to  be  admitted  that  the  Townsend 
Plan  has  really  found  a simple  and  easy  way  to  the  abolition  of  all 
social  evils,  or  nearly  all.  Unfortunately  it  is  not  so.  Old  age 
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pension  is  a big  objective  by  itself ; one  should  not  minimize  it. 
When  realized,  and  financed  not  by  sales  taxes  but  by  taxing  the 
rich,  it  will  go  a long  way  in  improving  the  conditions  of  the  toiling 
population,  old  and  young.  This  is  saying  one  thing.  But  it  is  an 
entirely  different  thing,  a thing  totally  unjustified,  to  maintain  that 
old  age  pensions  alone  will  solve  “the  entire  unemployment  question”. 
From  old  age  pensions  to  complete  social  security  is  a long  distance. 
When  one  says  social  security  one  must  mean:  security  from  crises, 
from  unemployment  and  depressions;  security  from  war;  security 
from  exploitation  and  persecution  by  the  rich.  It  means,  in  other 
words,  the  total  abolition  of  the  present  capitalist  social  order  and 
the  building  up  of  a new  one — a Socialist  order  of  society.  Old  age 
pensions  alone  cannot  and  will  not  do  it.  But  it  is  possible  to  proceed 
from  old  age  and  unemployment  insurance  as  a basis  to  fight  for 
still  bigger  things  and  to  fight  in  such  a way  as  will  bring  about  the 
downfall  of  the  present  bankrupt  system  and  the  coming  of  a 
new  one. 

By  this  we  do  not  mean  to  say  that  the  adoption  of  a good> 
correctly  financed  old  age  pension  plan  may  not  increase  employ- 
ment. Those  who  insist  that  the  payment  of  old  age  pensions  will 
not  affect  employment  at  all  are  wrong.  If  the  pensions  are 
financed  at  the  expense  of  the  rich  and  monopolies,  it  will  create 
new  purchasing  power  among  certain  sections  of  the  toiling  popu- 
lation, and  may  also  thereby  contribute  to  increasing  production  and 
employment  directly.  Indirectly,  by  removing  from  the  labor 
market  several  million  applicants  for  jobs,  it  will  weaken  the  pressure 
for  jobs,  which  is  today  terrific,  and  thus  contribute  additionally 
to  increasing  employment.  But  even  this,  which  may  happen  and, 
when  it  does,  will  be  necessarily  of  a temporary  nature,  is  a far  cry 
from  the  solution  of  “the  entire  unemployment  question”. 

Because  many  things  are  bound  to  happen,  things  of  which  the 
Townsend  Plan  seems  to  be  totally  oblivious,  but  which  decisively 
affect  the  course  of  employment,  let  us  discuss  these  things.  We  will 
assume  that  a pension  plan  has  been  adopted  which  finances  itself 
by  taxing  the  rich  and  the  monopolies.  That  will  affect,  unlike  the 
transaction  tax,  a real  shift  in  the  distribution  of  income  favorable 
to  the  toiling  masses.  In  this  way  new  purchasing  power  will  be 
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created.  This  is  important;  but  it  is  not  the  whole  story.  Why? 
Because  production  today  is  capitalist  production.  That  means  that 
the  capitalists  will  increase  production  to  meet  the  increased  purchas- 
ing power  of  the  masses  only  to  the  extent  that  such  an  increase 
would  be  profitable  to  them . Capitalists  are  in  business,  not  for  the 
purpose  of  satisfying  wants,  not  for  production  for  use,  but  for 
profits.  Not  any  profit,  but  a certain  rate  of  profit.  If  an  increase 
in  production  will  give  the  capitalists  that  certain  rate  of  profit, 
well  and  good;  then  they  will  increase  production.  If  not,  they 
will  not,  even  though  there  is  an  increased  mass  purchasing  power. 

When  capitalists  are  confronted  with  higher  taxes,  they  seek  to 
shift  them  back  to  the  toilers.  This  is  no  argument  against  taxation 
of  high  incomes;  no,  it  is  an  argument  in  favor  of  taxing  high 
incomes  but  against  the  illusion  that  old  age  pensions  alone  will  do 
the  whole  job  for  social  security. 

So,  the  capitalists,  but  especially  the  powerful  monopolies,  will 
seek  to  shift  these  increased  taxes  back  to  the  shoulders  of  the  wage 
earners,  the  farmers,  and  the  small  owner  generally.  How  are 
the  monopolies  doing  such  things?  By  incorporating  the  tax  into 
the  prices  of  the  goods  they  produce,  by  raising  interest  rates  on 
mortgages  and  loans  generally,  by  cutting  wages  of  the  wage  earn- 
ers and  by  speeding  up  the  workers.  As  to  raising  prices,  this  the 
monopolies  can  do  also  by  restricting  production  and  thus  creating 
a scarcity  of  goods. 

Now,  suppose  that  the  monopolies  have  done  all  those  things; 
assume  also  that  the  masses  have  accepted  the  Townsend  illusion 
that  the  old  age  pension  alone y without  any  additional  measures,  will 
solve  the  entire  unemployment  question.  Assume  these  two  things 
and  ask  yourself : what  is  going  to  happen  to  production  and 
employment? 

If  the  monopolies  are  allowed  to  increase  prices  of  their  own 
goods,  to  depress  the  prices  of  the  goods  they  buy  from  the  farmers, 
raise  interest  rates,  and  cut  the  wages  of  the  wage  earners,  if  all 
this  is  allowed  to  take  place,  then  the  additional  purchasing  power 
created  by  old  age  pensions  (and  by  unemployment  insurance,  for 
that  matter)  will  be  largely  destroyed . In  time  there  will  even  be 
a decrease  in  the  purchasing  power  of  the  toiling  classes.  With 
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what  result?  With  the  result  that  there  will  be  a temporary  and 
short  spurt  in  businessy  mostly  speculative  in  character y a small  in- 
crease in  employment y and  then  a sharp  recession . Profits  and  high 
incomes  will  gain  considerably;  but  the  toiling  masses  (the  wage 
earners,  the  toiling  farmers  and  the  small  owner)  will  find  them- 
selves in  the  same  position  as  before,  if  not  in  a worse  one. 

Study  the  course  of  the  depression  under  Roosevelt.  This  was 
what  happened.  This  is  bound  to  happen  again  if  the  monopolies 
are  allowed  to  destroy  the  increased  purchasing  power  of  the  masses 
by  raising  prices  and  cutting  the  earnings  of  the  workers  and  farmers. 
It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  it  is  nothing  else  but  an  illusion  to  believe, 
as  the  Townsend  Plan  suggests,  that  the  mere  adoption  of  old  age 
pensions,  without  doing  anything  elsey  will  abolish  unemployment 
and  crises. 

The  question  is:  what  additional  things  will  have  to  be  done, 
additional  to  old  age  pensions  and  unemployment  insurance? 

We  will  discuss,  not  all,  but  the  most  important  things;  namely, 
protect  the  wages  of  the  wage  earners,  raise  wages  to  meet  the  rising 
cost  of  living,  and  prevent  speed-up.  Furthermore,  guarantee  to 
the  farmer  his  cost  of  production,  relieve  him  of  the  burden  of 
debts  and  taxation,  secure  for  him  the  ownership  of  his  land  and 
implements.  Furthermore,  compulsory  low  interest  rates  and  gov- 
ernment loans,  free  of  interest,  to  the  small  owners.  And,  lastly, 
devise  effective  means  for  keeping  down  monopoly  prices.  This  is 
not  all.  It  is  merely  to  indicate  the  main  lines  of  activity  to  prevent 
the  monopolies  from  destroying  the  increased  purchasing  power  that 
will  result  from  old  age  and  unemployment  insurance . 

What  will  this  accomplish?  It  will  tend  to  check  the  inevitable 
offensive  of  the  monopolies  upon  the  standard  of  living  of  the 
masses.  It  will  enable  the  masses  to  fight  more  effectively  against 
their  exploiters . It  will  strengthen  the  toilers  for  the  fight  for  real 
social  security  which  only  Socialism  can  bring. 

But  by  themselves,  even  these  additional  measures  will  not  abolish 
unemployment  and  bring  social  security.  To  bring  this  about  means 
a fight  to  the  finish  against  the  present  capitalist  system.  For  it  is 
clear  that,  while  these  additional  measures  which  go  beyond  old  age 
pensions  will  strengthen  the  masses  considerably  against  the  monopo- 
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lies,  these  will  still  remain  in  possession  of  the  means  of  production. 
And  while  they  are  in  possession  of  these  means,  they  will  continue 
to  sabotage  the  will  of  the  people,  especially  so  long  as  the  govern- 
ment is  not  a people’s  government  but  a capitalist  government. 

How  will  they  sabotage  the  will  of  the  people?  If  you  don’t 
allow  the  monopolies  to  cut  wages  (directly  and  indirectly)  and  to 
increase  prices,  here  is  how  they  will  try  to  destroy  the  benefits  of 
old  age  pensions  and  unemployment  insurance.  We  call  to  witness 
a faithful  believer  in  the  present  capitalist  system  but  a thoughtful 
economic  institution — the  Brookings  Institution.  It  analyzes  the 
experiences  of  the  N.R.A.  which  proceeded  upon  the  theory  of 
increasing  purchasing  power  without  a corresponding  increase  in 
prices.  That  thing  did  not  work  because  the  government  did  not 
really  try  to  cut  monopoly  prices,  and  hence  prices  increased  faster 
than  purchasing  power.  But  the  Brookings  Institution  wanted  to 
find  out  what  would  have  happened  had  the  government  really 
tried  to  increase  purchasing  power  and  to  decrease  monopoly  prices, 
or  to  keep  these  prices  from  rising.  What  would  the  capitalists  and 
monopolies  have  done  in  such  a contingency?  And  it  answers: 

“.  . . employers  may  avoid  unprofitable  operations  by  shutting 
down  their  plants  and  paying  no  wages  whatever”  (p.  762). 

“ [employers  may]  ...  so  reduce  their  labor  force  that  their  pay- 
roll disbursements  are  no  longer,  or  are  even  less,  than  before,> 

(pp.  762-63). 

“.  . . they  may  speed  up  their  labor,  by  ‘stretch-out*  and  other 
methods,  so  that  their  wage  costs  on  a given  volume  of  operations 
are  not  increased”  (p.  763). 

Can  anything  be  done  about  that?  Certainly.  When  the  people 
are  organized,  united,  and  conscious  of  their  aims,  when  they  are 
free  of  illusions,  they  are  a great  power.  So,  what  could  they  do 
in  the  face  of  this  sabotage  of  the  monopolies  and  the  rich?  Protect 
wage  standards  and  combat  s 'peed-up. 

And  if,  this  notwithstanding  the  employers  should  resort,  as  they 
do,  to  shutting  down  plants  or  reducing  their  labor  force,  then — 

Let  the  government  force  them  to  open  the  factories.  And  if 
they  refuse,  let  the  government  open  the  factories  and  run  them. 
The  masses  can  tell  the  monopolies:  run  to  capacity  or  get  out. 
We  can  not  allow  the  monopolies  to  keep  the  people  hungry,  naked, 
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and  shelterless  when  such  basic  industries  as  steel  are  still  running 
only  at  one-half  of  present  capacity. 

True,  this  will  still  not  mean  the  total  abolition  of  unemploy- 
ment and  the  establishment  of  social  security.  For  this,  we  shall 
have  to  come  to  the  point  of  taking  away  from  the  monopolies  the 
means  of  production  and  building  a Socialist  economy.  But  it  will 
mean  a great  improvement  in  the  conditions  of  the  toiling  masses 
and  a great  strengthening  of  the  organized  power  of  the  masses 
for  the  struggle  to  abolish  capitalism. 

The  road  to  Socialism  is  a road  of  struggle,  not  of  peaceful 
enjoyment  of  old  age  pensions.  It  is  a struggle  to  the  end  against 
the  system  of  capitalism  which — as  long  as  it  exists — continually 
reproduces  all  the  social  evils  from  which  the  toilers  are  suffer- 
ing today. 

We  saw  a while  ago  how  the  fight  must  develop  in  the  industries, 
between  capital  and  labor,  to  prevent  the  monopolies  from  destroy- 
ing the  increased  purchasing  power  that  will  result  from  old  age 
and  unemployment  insurance.  Now  let  us  see  how  the  fight  de- 
velops between  the  farmers  and  the  monopolies.  To  secure  the 
benefits  of  this  insurance  to  the  toiling  farmers,  we  have  shown, 
it  will  be  necessary  to  go  much  beyond  the  insurance  program  and  to 
tackle  earnestly  such  basic  questions  as  guaranteeing  the  farmer  his 
cost  of  production,  relieving  him  of  the  burden  of  taxation  and 
debts,  and  securing  him  in  the  ownership  of  his  land  and  implements. 
By  doing  all  these  things  we  will  strengthen  the  toiling  farmer 
against  the  encroachments  of  the  monopolies  to  destroy  his  benefits 
from  the  insurance  system.  We  repeat,  to  achieve  this  aim  we  shall 
have  to  go  much  beyond  the  insurance  system. 

To  see  clearly  that  this  is  so,  examine  some  of  the  experiences 
of  the  A. A. A.  Among  other  things,  it  set  itself  the  task  of  achiev- 
ing “parity”  between  farm  prices  and  industrial  prices,  the  pre-war 
prices  having  been  taken  as  a standard.  We  cannot  discuss  here 
the  A. A. A.  as  such,  except  to  say  that  its  destruction  by  the  Supreme 
Court  only  shows  to  what  lengths  the  reactionaries  will  go  to  sabotage 
even  such  measures  as  benefit  slightly  only  the  well-to-do  farmers 
and  some  middle  farmers.  For  the  present  we  are  concerned  with 
another  question.  How  well  did  the  A. A. A.  succeed  in  raising  farm 
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prices  to  the  “parity”?  We  call  to  witness  again  an  institution  that 
is  favorable  to  capitalism  and  to  the  A. A. A. — the  International 
Labor  Office — which  published  a volume,  Social  and  Economic  Re- 
construction in  the  United  States . It  says: 

“If  measured  by  the  official  Department  of  Agriculture  farmer’s 
ratio’,  the  results  of  the  adjustment  program  appear  less  favor- 
able j in  fact,  as  between  May  193  3 and  May  1934,  the  ratio 
remained  unchanged  at  61  per  cent  of  the  desired  pre-war  parity. 

Farm  prices  had  risen  by  about  19  per  cent  but  this  had  been  coun- 
teracted by  an  equivalent  rise  in  the  prices  of  commodities  bought 
by  farmers”  (p.  286). 

The  “parity”  thing  did  not  succeed  even  for  those  whom  it  was 
intended  to  benefit,  primarily  the  farmer  capitalist  and  incidentally 
some  small  farm  owners.  It  intended  to  benefit  these  at  the  expense 
of  the  mass  of  toiling  farmers  (small  tenants,  sharecroppers,  agricul- 
tural workers)  and  at  the  expense  of  the  toiling  population  of  the 
cities.  But  why  did  it  not  suceed  in  its  aim  of  pre-war  parity? 
Because  the  monopolies  were  allowed  to  sabotage  this  aim;  because 
they  were  allowed  to  increase  their  prices  in  such  a way  that  it  coun- 
teracted the  rise  in  farm  prices.  (The  ratio  stood  higher  at  the 
end  of  1935  but  much  below  “parity”.) 

This  goes  to  show — what?  That  the  struggle  for  security  and 
a life  of  plenty  for  the  toiling  masses  is  not  the  simple  matter  pic- 
tured by  the  defenders  of  the  Townsend  Plan  illusions.  It  is  a 
serious  battle  on  many  fronts.  It  cannot  be  won  only  on  the  field 
of  old  age  pensions.  It  must  be  waged  on  the  front  of  wages,  prices, 
unemployment  insurance,  opening  of  factories,  and  attacking  the 
monopolies  at  all  sources  of  their  power.  Only  then  will  the  masses 
be  able  to  protect  the  great  and  undoubted  benefits  that  will  come 
with  old  age  and  unemployment  insurance.  Only  then  will  the 
masses  be  able  to  move  forward  to  a new  social  order — Socialism — 
which  alone  can  and  will  bring  social  security. 

Which  brings  us  to  another  serious  question,  the  question  of 
planned  production  and  a planned  economy.  Some  of  the  Townsend 
Plan  illusions  proceed  from  the  belief  that  it  is  possible  to  achieve 
security  and  abolition  of  unemployment  and  poverty  without  abolish- 
ing the  present  state  of  anarchy  in  the  national  economy. 
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A Socialist,  Planned  Economy  Is  the  Only  Basis  of  Security 


The  belief  of  the  Townsend  people  that  it  is  possible  to  achieve 
social  security  without  a Socialist,  planned  economy  is  based  upon 
very  flimsy  evidence.  In  fact,  one  cannot  call  it  evidence  at  all, 
but  merely  assertions.  It  is  asserted,  for  example,  that  the  Town- 
send Plan  is  “the  only  plan  advanced  to  end  the  depression  and 
save  this  nation  from  revolution”  (F.  J.  Elgin,  National  Toumsend 
Weeekly } Oct.  21,  1935). 

A great  claim.  But  all  it  is  based  on  is  some  confused  notions 
on  the  “velocity”  of  money  circulation.  Says  a Townsend  writer: 

“The  velocity  of  circulation,  rather  than  the  amount  of  money 
in  circulation,  is  responsible  for  prosperity.  In  the  Townsend  plan 
we  have  a certain  and  steady  velocity  of  circulation.  The  dollar 
velocity  in  1929,  according  to  Dow-Jones,  was  132.58.  In  1934 
the  dollar  velocity  was  but  a trifle  over  22.  Here  again  is  proof 
positive  of  the  value  of  velocity.”  (James  T.  Walter,  National 
Townsend  Weekly , Oct.  31,  1935.) 

And  in  the  same  issue,  Mr.  Elgin  declares: 

uThe  Townsend  plan  proposes  to  bridge  the  gap  between  the 
22-time  dollar  turnover  of  1934  to  the  1929  velocity  of  132  times, 
which  constitutes  the  cost  of  the  depression.” 

To  be  the  cause  of  the  depression,  the  cost  of  the  depression,  and 
the  cure  for  the  depression,  this  “velocity”  must  possess  mysterious 
powers.  What  are  they?  And  where  do  these  powers  originate? 

In  order  to  clear  up  this  apparently  mysterious  business,  it  is 
necessary  to  grasp  clearly  and  firmly  one  fundamental  idea:  “the 
movement  of  the  money  is  merely  the  expression  of  the  circulation 
of  commodities  ” (Marx,  Capitaly  Vol.  I,  p.  130,  Kerr  edition.) 
For  reasons  which  we  cannot  go  into  here,  people  get  a contrary 
impression  of  this  process.  They  get  the  impression  that  the  circu- 
lation of  commodities  is  the  result  of  the  movement  of  money.  But 
this  is  the  kinds  of  illusion  which  is  received  by  a passenger  on  a train 
in  motion.  The  latter  gets  the  impression  that  it  is  not  he  and  the 
train  that  are  moving  but  the  disappearing  objects  on  the  outside 
(trees,  telegraph  poles,  houses,  etc.).  Yet  we  know  that  this  is 
merely  an  illusion,  that  the  thing  which  moves  in  relation  to  these 
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outside  objects  is  the  train.  Similarly  with  the  circulation  of  com- 
modities and  money.  Money  circulates  because  commodities  circu- 
late, and  not  the  other  way  around.  Money  circulates  because  people 
buy  and  sell;  and  they  do  so  by  means  of  money.  Were  they  to 
stop  buying  and  selling,  there  would  be  no  circulation  of  money, 
because  there  would  be  no  circulation  of  commodities. 

The  believers  in  the  mystic  powers  of  “velocity”  have  the  illu- 
sion that  the  movement  of  goods  is  the  result  of  the  movement  of 
money.  This  is  the  source  of  much  of  their  trouble.  Therefore, 
they  should  disabuse  themselves  of  this  illusion  and  begin  to  see  the 
thing  as  it  really  is:  money  moves  because  goods  move.  And  when 
they  do,  they  will  also  correctly  understand  the  velocity  of  money 
circulation.  How  does  this  process  take  place?  We  will  restate  the 
classical  example  given  by  Marx,  substituting  dollars  for  pounds: 

“Suppose  the  following  articles  to  be  sold  or  partially  metamor- 
phosed simultaneously  in  different  localities:  say,  one  quarter  of 
wheat,  20  yards  of  linen,  one  Bible  and  4 gallons  of  brandy.  If 
the  price  of  each  article  be  $2,  and  the  sum  to  be  realized  conse- 
quently $8,  it  follows  that  $8  in  money  must  go  into  circulation. 

If,  on  the  other  hand,  these  same  articles  are  links  in  the  following 
chain  of  metamorphoses:  1 quarter  of  wheat — $2j  20  yards  of 

linen — $2;  1 Bible — $2;  4 gallons  of  brandy — $2;  a chain  that  is 
already  well  known  to  us,  in  that  case  the  $2  cause  the  different 
commodities  to  circulate  one  after  the  other , and  after  realizing  their 
f rices  successively , and  therefore  the  sum  of  those  prices,  $8,  they 
come  to  rest  at  last  in  the  pocket  of  the  distiller.  The  $2  thus  make 
four  moves.”  ( Ibid .,  p.  134.) 

Here  we  get  a glimpse  at  the  velocity  of  money  circulation. 
And  what  is  it? 

“.  . . the  velocity  of  the  currency  of  money  is  measured  by  the 
number  of  moves  made  by  a given  piece  of  money  in  a given  time. 
Suppose  the  circulation  of  four  articles  takes  a day.  The  sum  of 
the  prices  to  be  realized  in  the  day  is  $8,  the  number  of  moves  of 
the  two  pieces  of  money  is  four,  and  the  quantity  of  money  circulat- 
ing is  $2.”  (Ibid.,  p.  135.) 

From  this  Marx  formulates  the  law  of  money  circulation: 

“Hence  for  a given  interval  of  time  during  the  process  of 
circulation,  we  have  the  following  relation : the  quantity  of  money 
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functioning-  as  the  circulating  medium  is  equal  to  the  sum  of  the 
prices  of  the  commodities  divided  by  the  number  of  moves  made  by 
coins  of  the  same  denomination.  This  law  holds  generally.”  ( Ibid 
p.  135.) 

From  this  it  will  be  seen  that,  given  a fixed  amount  of  goods 
at  constant  prices,  the  velocity  of  money  circulation  will  determine 
only  one  thing — the  quantity  of  money.  During  a given  period 
of  time  (a  day,  a month  or  a year),  with  the  amount  of  goods  and 
their  prices  remaining  unchanged,  the  increased  turnover  (velocity) 
of  money  will  result  in  cutting  down  the  amount  of  money  in 
circulation.  That’s  all  it  will  do  and  no  more.  It  will  not  increase 
the  amount  of  goods,  it  will  not  change  prices,  it  will  not  create  a 
larger  demand  for  goods  or  more  purchasing  power.  It  will  there- 
fore not  affect  in  the  least  the  course  of  production,  or  the  depres- 
sion or  unemployment.  It  is,  therefore,  childish  (if  not  worse) 
to  suggest  that  by  increasing  the  velocity  of  money  circulation  we 
will  abolish  the  depression  and  unemployment. 

Messrs.  Elgin  and  Walter  seem  to  think  that  1929  was  a year 
of  business  prosperity  and  1934  a year  of  depression  because  in 
1929  the  dollar  turnover  was  132  and  in  1934  it  was  22.  Assum- 
ing for  the  moment  that  these  ratios  are  correct,  their  meaning  is 
the  exact  contrary  to  what  these  writers  suggest.  The  dollar  turn- 
over in  1929  was  higher  than  in  1934  because  in  1929  production 
was  higher,  and  income  was  higher,  and  therefore  the  circulation  of 
commodities  was  higher.  The  higher  circulation  of  money  re- 
flected the  higher  circulation  of  commodities  and  not  the  other  way 
round. 

Suppose,  however,  we  decided  to  try  out  this  miraculous  scheme 
of  increasing  the  velocity  of  money  circulation,  and  we  go  about  it 
as  the  Townsend  writers  suggest:  we  supply  the  people  with  lots 
more  money.  Then  what  happens?  If  the  capitalists  raise  prices 
in  the  same  proportion  as  the  amount  of  money  was  increased,  and 
they  do  not  proportionately  increase  the  amount  of  goods  on  the 
market,  then  the  velocity  of  money  circulation  will  remain  the  same. 
If  you  double  the  amount  of  money  but  leave  unchanged  the  amount 
of  commodities  while  you  double  the  prices,  then  the  velocity  of 
money  remains  unchanged.  So,  if  you  want  to  tackle  the  question 
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from  the  money-velocity  end,  you  have  to  make  sure  that  you  can 
actually  increase  the  velocity  of  money.  And  this  you  cannot  do  by 
merely  giving  people  more  money;  you  must  also  make  sure  that 
either  the  amount  of  goods  is  increased  considerably  beyond  the 
money  increase,  if  prices  remain  stationery;  or,  if  you  cannot  bring 
about  that  kind  of  increase  in  goods,  then  you  will  be  compelled  to  ask 
for  an  increase  in  prices  corresponding  to  the  increase  in  money. 
That  is,  if  you  are  bent  upon  getting  an  increase  in  the  velocity  of 
money.  Now,  then,  to  demand  an  increase  in  prices  corresponding 
to  the  increase  in  money,  means  to  cancel  the  benefit  of  more  money. 
So,  there  remains  the  other  alternative:  to  seek  an  increase  in  the 
production  of  commodities  at  a much  larger  rate  than  the  increase 
in  money,  insisting  upon  prices  remaining  stationery.  That  will 
increase  the  velocity  of  money  circulation,  but  only  because,  in  this 
example,  we  made  sure  of  an  increase  in  production  beyond  the 
increase  in  money  and  have  prevented  a rise  in  prices.  In  other 
words,  even  when  you  start  out  with  the  velocity  of  money,  you  must 
come  to  increased  production  and  increased  income,  if  you  mean  to 
use  the  velocity  of  money  to  bring  about  an  improvement  in  the 
conditions  of  the  masses.  That  is,  you  are  compelled  to  fight  for 
all  those  economic  and  political  measures  outlined  above  which  go 
beyond  the  sphere  of  money  circulation. 

The  illusion  that  all  our  troubles  lie  in  the  sphere  of  money 
circulation  is  an  old  one.  Marx  dealt  with  the  question  repeatedly. 
Discussing  such  illusions,  he  remarked: 

“Herrenschwand’s  fanciful  notions  amount  merely  to  this,  that 
the  antagonism,  which  has  its  origin  in  the  nature  of  commodities, 
and  is  reproduced  in  their  circulation,  can  be  removed  by  increasing 
the  circulating  medium.”  (Ibid.y  p.  137,  footnote.) 

These  same  fanciful  notions  we  meet  with  in  some  of  the 
illusions  on  the  Townsend  Plan.  It  is  the  belief  that  by  merely 
increasing  the  amount  of  money  we  will  increase  its  velocity  and  in 
this  way  bring  about  prosperity  for  all.  We  have  shown  that  this 
is  merely  “a  fanciful  notion”.  We  have  shown  that,  even  when  we 
try  to  increase  the  well  being  of  the  masses  by  financial  measures, 
these  will  succeed  in  their  aim  only  if  we  succeed  in  bringing  about 
certain  desired  changes  in  the  sphere  of  production  and  distribution 
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of  commodities y along  such  lines y as  wages y employment  (opening 
of  factories') y good  prices  for  farmers y the  fight  against  monopoly 
friceSy  etc . 

But  there  is  still  another  point  worth  mentioning.  Marx  puts 
it  this  way : 

“But  if,  on  the  one  hand,  it  is  a popular  delusion  to  ascribe 
stagnation  in  production  and  circulation  to  insufficiency  of  the  cir- 
culation medium,  it  by  no  means  follows,  on  the  other  hand,  that 
an  actual  paucity  of  the  medium  in  consequence,  e.g.y  of  bungling 
legislative  interference  with  the  regulation  of  currency  may  not  give 
rise  to  such  stagnation.”  ( Ibid .) 

For  example,  a Hoover  or  Liberty  League  policy  of  regulating 
the  currency  along  the  lines  of  deflating  the  masses  while  inflating 
the  profits  of  the  monopolies  might  have  the  effect  of  creating  a 
scarcity  of  the  money  medium  and  thus  aggravate  the  depression 
for  the  masses.  From  which  follows  that  the  masses  must  have 
their  own  position  on  monetary  policies  as  opposed  to  those  of  the 
monopolies  and  use  their  policies  to  probe  down  to  the  basic  points 
of  present  social  relations — to  the  production  and  distribution  of 
commodities . 

It  may  be  objected  that  the  foregoing  example  (from  Marx) 
on  the  circulation  and  velocity  of  money  is  too  simple  a case  to  fit 
the  present  conditions  on  the  market.  It  may  be  argued  that  our 
example  would  fit  simple  business  transactions  on  a cash  basis  but 
does  not  fit  the  present  complicated  mechanism  of  all  forms  of 
credit  and  of  bank  clearings  of  payments.  Marx’s  answer  is  that 
the  more  highly  developed  forms  of  circulation  of  money  and  goods 
do  modify  the  above  general  law  in,  at  least,  one  important  respect, 
namely,  “the  quantity  of  money  current  and  the  mass  of  commodi- 
ties circulating  during  a given  period,  such  as  a day,  no  longer 
correspond”  ( Ibidy  p.  156).  Taking  into  account  the  higher  forms 
of  commodity  and  money  circulation,  Marx  formulated  the  process 
as  follows:  “given  the  rapidity  of  currency  of  the  circulating  medium 
and  of  the  means  of  payment”,  the  sum  total  of  the  money  current 
during  a given  period  is  “equal  to  the  sum  of  the  prices  to  be  realized, 
plus  the  sum  of  the  payments  falling  due,  minus  the  payments  that 
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balance  each  other,  minus  finally  the  number  of  circuits  in  which 
the  same  piece  of  coin  serves  in  turn  as  means  of  circulation  and 
of  payment”.  {Ibid.) 

It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  the  role  of  the  velocity  of  money 
circulation  is  not  aflfected.  It  plays  here,  generally  speaking,  the 
same  role  as  in  the  simple  case  of  cash  business.  And  the  conclusions 
drawn  from  this  case  hold  generally  to  all  cases,  even  the  most 
complicated.  More  than  that,  considering  the  role  of  credit  trans- 
actions in  the  circulation  of  commodities,  it  would  follow  that  the 
expectation  of  the  Townsend  people  to  influence  prosperity  by  speed- 
ing up  the  turnover  of  the  dollar  is  even  more  groundless  and 
childish.  And  this  was  the  main  question  that  concerned  us  here. 

But  there  is  still  another  point  which  needs  clarification.  Some 
of  the  Townsend  people  claim  that  the  speeding  up  of  the  velocity 
of  the  dollar  will  abolish  depressions  and  crises.  We  are  now  in  a 
position  to  see  that  this  is  merely  a “fanciful  notion”.  Assume  for 
a moment  that  the  Townsend  people  have  secured  the  opportunity 
of  carrying  through  their  plans.  That  means,  really,  one  thing: 
supplying  about  eight  million  people  with  $200  monthly.  Hence, 
during  a given  month  these  people  would  have  $1,600,000,000. 
But  we  have  already  seen  that  this  by  itself  may  not  change  the 
velocity  of  the  dollar  at  all,  if  prices  increase  proportionately  and 
the  amount  of  goods  remains  the  same.  We  have  also  shown  that, 
in  order  to  achieve  the  speeding  up  of  the  dollar  turnover,  the 
Townsend  people  would  have  to  go  much  beyond  their  present  pro- 
gram and  bring  about  a corresponding  increase  in  goods  and  keep 
prices  from  rising.  That  is,  they  would  have  to  reach  out  from  the 
sphere  of  money  circulation,  where  they  prefer  to  dwell,  into  the 
sphere  of  production  and  distribution  of  goods . Assume  that  the 
Townsend  people  did  that,  and  along  the  lines  which  we  indicated 
before  (wages,  prices,  opening  factories,  debts  of  farmers  and  taxa- 
tion, etc.).  In  doing  so,  they  would  already  be  departing  completely 
from  their  own  scheme.  They  would,  in  fact,  be  abandoning  their 
fanciful  notions  about  the  omnipotence  of  “velocity”.  They  would 
in  other  words,  be  doing  the  right  thing;  and  that  is  what  counts, 
after  all.  So  we  would  have  a sharp  fight  between  the  people  and 
the  monopolies,  the  people  seeking  to  make  the  monopolies  carry  the 
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burden  of  the  depression  and  crisis.  And,  depending  upon  the 
independent  organization  of  the  people  (workers,  farmers,  middle 
classes)  and  their  political  consciousness,  the  people  would  be  making 
certain  progress  in  this  fight.  The  result  would  be,  economically, 
a temporary  increase  in  production  and  in  the  income  of  the  toiling 
masses — possibly,  a considerable  increase.  And  that  would  all  be 
to  the  good,  because  the  toiling  masses  would  make  certain  gains  as 
against  the  monopolies. 

But  how  permanent  and  lasting  would  that  be?  The  answer  is: 
not  permanent  at  all  and  not  very  lasting.  Provided } in  the  course 
of  this  fight  the  'people  become  strong  enough  and  conscious  enough 
to  make  a revolutiony  and  in  this  revolution  they  overthrow  the 
political  rule  of  the  capitalist  class  and  establish  the  rule  of  the 
working  class — Soviets — a government  resting  upon  the  alliance 
between  the  working  class  and  the  toiling  farmers  supported  by  the 
middle  classes  of  the  cities.  In  such  an  alliance  the  Negro  people 
would  have  to  play  an  important  role.  In  this  way  the  people  would 
secure  the  power  to  take  away  from  the  monopolies  their  control 
of  the  means  of  production,  making  these  means  of  production 
public  property.  And  with  this  in  their  hands,  the  people  would 
begin  building  up  a planned  and  Socialist  economy . This  and  only 
this  will  put  an  end  to  depressions,  crises,  unemployment,  and  in- 
security. 

The  private  ownership  of  the  means  of  production  by  the  monop- 
olies is  unthinkable  without  periodic  crises.  As  long  as  the  capitalist 
class  owns  the  means  of  production,  production  will  be  carried  on 
for  profit  and  not  for  use;  the  working  class  and  the  toiling  masses 
generally  will  continue  to  receive  in  income  always  less  than  is  neces- 
sary for  them  to  buy  the  products  of  their  own  toil  and  labor;  the 
national  economy  will  continue  unplanned  and  chaotic;  the  threat 
of  war  will  always  be  with  us.  The  inevitable  result  is  the  periodic 
recurrence  of  crises  and  depressions.  To  rid  the  people  of  these 
curses  and  plagues  means  to  rid  the  country  of  capitalism.  It  means 
to  establish  a Soviet  government,  to  take  away  from  the  monopolies 
the  means  of  production  and  to  build  Socialism — not  only  here  but 
in  other  capitalist  countries  as  well.  It  means  to  build  the  same 
sort  of  a social  system  as  prevails  in  the  Soviet  Union. 
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Does  that  mean  that  nothing  can  be  done  to  alleviate  the  plight 
of  the  people — old  and  young — until  the  revolution  is  victorious? 
No,  it  only  means  that  those  Townsend  writers  who  believe  that 
their  plan  will  “end  the  depression  and  save  this  nation  from  revo- 
lution5’ (F.  J.  Elgin)  are  all  wrong.  We  have  shown  that  it  cannot 
end  the  depression,  if  by  this  is  meant  employment  and  a decent 
living  for  all  toilers.  And  it  will  not  “save55  this  nation  from  revolu- 
tion, if  by  this  is  meant  that  security  and  plenty  can  be  achieved 
without  a Socialist  revolution.  On  the  contrary,  only  a revolution  can 
bring  complete,  permanent,  and  genuine  security  and  plenty  to  the 
masses.  In  this  sense,  one  can  say  truthfully  that  only  a Socialist 
revolution  will  save  this  nation. 

All  these  arguments,  as  can  be  seen,  are  not  directed  in  the  least 
against  the  demand  of  the  Townsend  plan  for  old  age  pensions.  On 
the  contrary,  as  was  stated  officially  by  the  Communist  Party,  the 
Communists  support  wholeheartedly  the  demand  of  the  Townsend 
movement  for  old  age  pensions.  They  have  themselves  initiated  a 
wide  movement  for  old  age  pensions  and  also  for  unemployment 
insurance  and  social  insurance  generally.  The  principles  of  the  Com- 
munist position  on  these  demands  are  embodied  in  the  Lundeen 
and  Frazier  Bills  now  before  the  House  and  Senate  respectively.  We 
have  already  discussed  these  Bills.  And  just  because  the  Communists 
are  firmly  devoted  to  the  struggle  for  old  age  pensions  they  declare 
their  readiness  to  fight  shoulder  to  shoulder  with  all  who  are  in  favor 
of  such  measures.  The  Communists  want  to  see  a getting  together 
of  all  forces  favoring  old  age  pensions  and  other  security  measures 
for  the  masses,  in  order  to  insure  the  victory  of  these  measures. 
Hence,  the  Communists  have  expressed  their  willingness  to  support 
the  McGroarty  (Townsend)  Bill,  urging  upon  the  Townsend  move- 
ment the  following  amendments  to  the  Bill: 

1.  All  toilers  over  60,  not  only  citizens,  to  be  entitled  to  the 
pension. 

2.  The  funds  to  be  raised  by  taxation  of  high  incomes  and  for- 
tunes and  not  by  a transaction  tax. 

3.  The  Townsend  Bill  shall  contain  a declaration  that  the  passage 
of  an  old  age  pension  bill  takes  care  only  of  one  phase  of  social  insur- 
ance. Congress,  therefore,  declares  that  legislation  is  necessary  to 
provide  for  unemployment  insurance,  sick  and  death  insurance, 
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maternity  insurance,  etc.  On  these  points  we  propose  the  fundamental 
measure  embodied  in  the  Lundeen  and  Frazier  Bills. 

4.  The  passage  of  the  Federal  Old  Age  Pension  Bill  does  not 
preclude  the  passage  of  similar  bills  by  the  states. 

This  but  shows  further  that  the  above-given  arguments  are  not 
directed  against  the  Townsend  demand  for  old  age  pensions  but 
against  the  fanciful  notions  that  the  Townsend  plan  by  itself  meets 
all  needs  for  security  and  that  it  will  abolish  crises  and  depressions. 
In  other  words,  we  support  the  plan  without  its  fanciful  notions. 

Before  closing  on  this  point,  it  might  be  well  to  say  a word  on 
the  amendments  which  we  propose  to  the  Townsend  Bill.  With  most 
of  them  we  have  already  dealt.  There  remains  only  one  to  be 
discussed  briefly.  The  McGroarty  Bill  provides  that  only  citizens 
of  the  United  States  shall  be  eligible  to  pensions.  We  contend  that 
this  provision  is  both  unfair  and  against  the  interests  of  the  old  age 
pension  movement.  It  is  unfair  because  large  numbers  of  the  old 
people  who  are  not  citizens  have  worked  most  of  their  lives  in 
American  industry  helping  to  create  the  wealth  of  this  country. 
Besides,  most  of  these  toilers  have  grown  American  families  and 
to  deny  them  old  age  pensions  is  to  deny  the  benefits  of  these  pen- 
sions to  millions  of  young  Americans.  Furthermore,  to  leave  large 
numbers  of  old  people  out  of  the  scheme  means  to  narrow  down  the 
possibilities  of  expansion  of  the  home  market  and  to  increase  the 
pressure  of  the  unemployed  upon  jobs.  This  will  hit  citizens  just  as 
much  as  non-citizens. 

It  should  therefore  be  possible  to  agree  on  some  such  com- 
promise as  is  embodied  in  the  Frazier  Bill  which  reads: 

“The  benefits  of  this  Act  shall  apply  to  every  citizen  of  the 
United  States  and  to  every  person  who,  if  foreign  born,  has  resided 
in  the  United  States  or  its  territories  for  at  least  five  years  prior  to 
his  claim  for  compensation  and  has,  prior  to  his  claim,  formally  filed 
his  declaration  of  intention  to  become  a citizen.” 

This  compromise  is  not  the  best  solution  of  the  question,  but 
is  more  fair  and  will  be  of  greater  service  to  all  toilers  than  is  the 
corresponding  provision  in  the  McGroarty  Bill. 
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Back  Your  Demands  With  Independent  Political  Action 

It  is  always  necessary  to  know  at  least  two  things:  What  you 
fight  for  and  how  you  propose  to  get  it.  Thus  far  we  have  discussed 
chiefly  the  nature  of  the  demands  and  what  they  are  likely  to  accom- 
plish. It  is  now  necessary  to  get  a clear  idea  of  how  we  are  going 
to  get  these  demands  realized. 

It  is,  of  course,  necessary  to  seek  to  compel  Congress  to  adopt 
the  legislation  which  should  give  effect  to  the  demand  for  old  age 
pensions  and  other  forms  of  social  insurance.  To  achieve  this 
objective,  it  will  be  helpful  to  exert  all  possible  pressure  on  individual 
Congressmen  and  Senators.  And  the  stronger  the  organised  force 
of  the  mass  movement  for  social  insurance,  the  stronger  will  be 
the  pressure  upon  Congress. 

But  it  would  be  making  a great  error  to  depend  upon  individual 
Congressmen  alone,  or  even  chiefly.  It  is  all  right  to  try  to  commit 
members  of  Congress  to  old  age  pensions  and  other  social-insurance 
measures.  But  almost  all  of  the  members  of  Congress,  excepting  a 
few  Farmer-Laborites,  are  either  Democrats  or  Republicans.  That 
means,  they  belong  to  political  parties  that  are  opposed  to  genuine 
social  insurance  and  to  old  age  pensions.  Most  of  the  Democrats 
in  Congress  are  committed  to  Roosevelt’s  fraudulent  “security” 
scheme  and  are  using  this  as  an  excuse  to  block  the  movement  for 
real  social  insurance.  Consequently,  while  it  is  possible  and  desirable 
to  try  to  commit  even  Democratic  Congressmen  to  measures  favor- 
able to  the  people,  when  it  comes  to  a showdown  most  of  these 
Congressmen  will  carry  out  the  dictate  of  their  party  which  is  the 
dictate  of  the  rich.  And  these  are,  against  old  age  pensions  that 
mean  something. 

It  is  still  worse  with  the  Republicans.  It  is  possible  to  commit 
individual  Republican  Congressmen  to  old  age  pensions  and  other 
insurance  measures.  For  instance,  Senator  Frazier  has  introduced  a 
Bill  which,  as  we  have  shown,  is  generally  satisfactory.  It  is  con- 
ceivable that  more  individual  Republicans  will  be  committed  by  the 
growing  mass  movement  in  favor  of  such  measures.  But  again, 
when  it  will  come  to  a showdown,  the  bulk  of  these  Congressmen 
will  carry  out  the  wish  of  the  Republican  Pary  which  today  is  even 
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worse  than  the  Democratic  Party.  Why,  the  Republican  Party  is 
waging  war  even  against  Roosevelt’s  “security”  scheme ; not  because 
that  scheme  gives  too  little  to  the  masses,  but  because,  in  their 
judgment,  it  gives  too  much! 

Is  it  not  known  that  the  Republican  Party,  as  a party,  is  dom- 
inated by  the  monopolies  and  by  the  most  selfish  and  reactionary 
monopolies?  Is  it  not  known  that  the  true  position  of  the  Republican 
Party  is  expressed  by  Hoover  (whether  or  not  he  will  be  its  candidate 
is  another  question)  ? And  everybody  knows  where  Hoover  and  his 
like  stand  on  old  age  pensions  and  similar  measures.  Their  stand  is: 
nothing  for  the  masses;  “balance  the  budget”  even  if  all  toilers  must 
starve,  young  and  old.  Balance  the  budget — that  is  not  bad,  provided 
it  is  done  at  the  expense  of  the  monopolies,  provided  it  is  achieved 
by  more  and  higher  taxation  of  the  rich.  But  that  is  not  the  kind 
of  balancing  that  the  Republican  Party  is  advocating.  Together 
with  the  so-called  Liberty  League,  the  mouthpiece  of  Morgan  and 
du  Pont,  the  Republican  Party  seeks  to  balance  the  budget  by  dis- 
continuing all  federal  relief  to  the  unemployed  and  starving  toilers, 
by  scrapping  even  Roosevelt’s  “security”  law,  by  breaking  up  all 
public  works,  by  denying  the  workers,  farmers,  and  middle  classes 
any  kind  of  relief  from  old  age  and  unemployment. 

In  fact,  the  Republican  Party  today,  together  with  the  Liberty 
League,  represents  the  most  reactionary  elements  among  the  monop- 
olies, the  elements  of  black  reaction  against  the  people,  the  elements 
that  would  throw  the  door  wide  open  to  fascism,  if  given  a chance 
to  do  so.  It  is  clear  therefore  that,  if  the  Democratic  Party  cannot 
be  relied  upon  to  give  the  people  the  sort  of  insurance  legislation 
which  they  need  (and  it  cannot),  the  Republican  Party  will  give 
still  less.  Or  rather  it  will  take  from  the  people  for  the  monopolies 
even  more  than  Roosevelt  has  taken. 

From  this  it  follows  that  even  if  a majority  in  both  Houses  of 
Congress  could  be  committed  to  the  Townsend  or  Frazier  Bills,  it 
does  not  mean  at  all  that  these  Bills  would  soon  become  law.  See 
what  happened  to  the  Bonus  Bill.  By  organized  mass  pressure,  vari- 
ous Bills  were  brought  before  Congress.  Through  a long  number 
of  years,  involving  big  mass  struggles,  including  such  as  the  famous 
marches  on  Washington,  one  of  which  Hoover  broke  up  with  ma- 


43 


chine  guns  and  gas,  a majority  of  Congress  was  at  last  committed 
to  the  Bonus.  But  there  were  various  Bills — most  of  them,  with  the 
exception  of  the  Marcantonio  Bill,  not  in  the  interests  of  the  masses 
because  the  burden  of  financing  the  bonus  would  be  placed  upon 
the  toiling  masses  instead  of  upon  the  rich.  Eventually  the  Bonus 
Bills,  the  bad  ones,  got  a majority  in  both  Houses;  but  Roosevelt 
vetoed  them  and  the  veto  was  placed  with  the  quiet  consent  of  most 
of  the  Congressmen  that  voted  for  these  Bills.  This  is  how  the 
capitalist  parties  were  playing  a game  with  the  people  on  the  bonus 
question.  What  assurance  is  there  that  a similar  game  will  not  repeat 
itself  on  the  old  age  pensions  and  unemployment  insurance?  What 
assurance  is  there  that  the  Bonus  Bill,  if  it  finally  becomes  law,  as 
it  may,  will  not  be  so  vitiated  by  its  financing  provisions  or  lack  of 
them  that  it  will  hurt  the  people  more  than  help?  * No  assurance  what- 
ever as  long  as  the  last  word  belongs  to  the  Republican  and  Demo- 
cratic parties.  Similar  will  be  the  fate  of  old  age  pensions  in  the 
hands  of  these  parties  of  the  rich. 

The  present  political  policies  of  the  Townsend  movement  are 
not  new.  These  policies  are  to  try  the  “non-partisan”  way  and  also 
to  “threaten”  a third  party  ticket.  We  will  recall  that  for  many 
years  this  was  the  way  tried  by  the  farmers,  especially  in  the  North- 
west. They  tried  it  through  non-partisan  leagues,  through  capturing 
the  primaries  of  the  old  parties,  mainly  the  Republican  Party,  and 
every  now  and  then  they  “threatened”  to  create  a third  party,  even 
made  beginnings  but  did  not  go  through.  The  result  invariably  was 
bitter  disappointment  in  the  “non-partisan”  policy.  Whatever  local 
successes  this  non-partisan  movement  could  register  were  more  than 
nullified  by  the  national  control  of  the  monopolies  upon  both  capi- 
talist parties. 

Similar  were  the  bitter  experiences  of  organized  labor  with  the 
non-partisan  political  policy.  Year  in  and  year  out,  especially  during 
presidential  elections,  the  spokesmen  of  organized  labor  would  come, 
hat  in  hand,  to  the  national  and  state  conventions  of  the  old  parties 
begging  for  the  inclusion  of  labor  planks  in  their  platform.  Some- 
times these  planks  were  included;  at  other  times  they  were  rejected 


* This  was  written  before  the  Bonus  Bill  was  passed  by  Congress. — Ed. 
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or  seriously  vitiated.  The  result  was  invariably  the  betrayal  of  the 
interests  of  labor.  Labor  has  still  to  win  its  elementary  right  of 
organization  and  collective  bargaining.  Labor  has  still  to  see  the 
abolition  of  child  labor.  Organized  labor  occasionally  also  “threat- 
ened” a third  party  but  its  official  leaders  never  went  about  it  the 
right  way  actually  to  bring  such  a party  into  existence. 

The  Townsend  movement,  judging  by  the  utterances  of  Dr. 
Townsend  and  other  leaders,  proposes  to  follow  the  same  non- 
partisan policy,  only  threatening  a third  party  more  often  and  more 
loudly  than  the  farmers  and  organized  labor  used  to  do  in  the  past. 
The  danger  is  that,  if  these  threats  remain  only  threats } the  policy 
of  Townsend  will  suffer  the  same  fate  as  the  other  “experiments” 
with  non-partisan  politics. 

What  should  be  done? 

A new  policy  must  be  adopted.  The  policy  of  independent  and 
united  political  action.  Only  by  bringing  together  on  one  common 
platform  all  the  forces  that  stand  for  old  age  pensions  and  social 
insurance  and  by  organizing  these  forces  into  an  independent  poli- 
tical party,  can  the  masses  serve  themselves  and  oppose  their  enemies. 
Only  by  the  organization  of  a broad  coalition  of  labor,  farmers, 
Negroes,  and  the  middle  classes  into  a Farmer-Labor  Party  can 
the  people  expect  to  be  able  to  put  up  a real  and  successful  fight  for 
old  age  pensions,  unemployment  insurance,  and  other  measures  of 
benefit  to  the  people.  Only  such  a party  can  serve  the  people  in  the 
struggle  against  rising  capitalist  reaction,  the  danger  of  fascism 
and  war. 

Reaction  is  getting  together.  All  enemies  of  old  age  pensions 
and  unemployment  insurance  are  trying  to  pull  their  reactionary 
forces  together.  See  the  Liberty  League,  Hearst,  and  the  Republican 
Party  and  their  desperate  efforts  to  entrench  reaction  in  power.  At 
the  same  time,  it  is  becoming  clearer  even  to  the  backward  that 
Roosevelt  cannot  be  depended  on  to  check  reaction.  His  “security” 
law  shows  how  little  reliance  the  people  can  place  upon  him  when 
it  comes  to  giving  them  certain  relief  from  the  miseries  of  capital- 
ism. Therefore,  there  is  only  one  way:  the  people  must  organize 
politically  by  themselves  and  depend  upon  their  own  power.  At  the 
present  time  this  way  is  the  way  of  the  Farmer-Labor  Party . 
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Make  the  start  in  each  locality  and  in  each  state.  In  many  of 
them  serious  beginnings  have  already  been  made.  In  this  way  the 
political  power  of  the  masses  will  be  unified  and  organized.  The 
Townsend  clubs  cannot  stay  away  from  these  Farmer-Labor  move- 
ments. If  they  do,  they  will  contribute  toward  splitting  the  forces 
of  the  people  instead  of  uniting  them.  And  the  chief  guarantee  of 
victory  of  old  age  pensions  is  the  united  and  independent  action  of 
the  toiling  masses. 

At  the  present  time  there  is  altogether  too  much  power  vested 
in  the  hands  of  the  National  Headquarters  of  the  Townsend  move- 
ment. They  claim  to  themselves  the  final  power  “to  fix  the  political 
policy  in  the  coming  campaign”.  This  is  dangerous.  The  Townsend 
movement  should  be  a democratic  movement.  The  membership, 
by  referendum y should  have  that  final  power.  And  should  exercise 
that  power  in  favor  of  independent  united  political  action — a 
Farmer- Lab  or  Party . 

Time  does  not  wait.  The  growing  attacks  of  reaction  (see  the 
smashing  blow  delivered  by  the  majority  of  the  Supreme  Court 
against  the  A. A. A.)  and  the  constant  retreat  of  Roosevelt  before 
these  attacks  mean  only  one  thing.  They  mean  that  the  enemies  of 
old  age  pensions  and  unemployment  insurance  are  becoming  more 
threatening  to  the  welfare  of  the  people.  The  people  too  must  get 
together.  The  Townsend  movement,  the  trade  unions,  the  farmers 
and  middle  classes,  the  Negro  people,  the  political  parties  of  the 
workers,  and  all  sincere  champions  of  old  age  pensions  and  social 
insurance  must  get  together  and  build  their  united  forces. 

Only  this  way  lies  victory. 
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The  sources  of  the  analysts  in  this  pamphlet 
can  be  found  in 

A Handbook  of 
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Only  a wide  knowledge  and  understanding  of  the  writings  of 
the  founders  of  scientific  socialism  could  enable  Alex  Bittelman 
to  analyze  the  Townsend  Plan  as  he  has  in  the  pamphlet  which 
you  have  just  finished  reading.  You,  too,  may  be  interested  in 
obtaining  such  knowledge  and  understanding. 

A Handbook  of  Marxism  is  a collection  of  extracts  from  the 
writings  of  the  founders  of  scientific  socialism  and  the  greatest  of 
their  followers:  Karl  Marx  and  Frederick  Engels,  V.  I.  Lenin  and 
Joseph  Stalin.  The  extracts  are  selected  so  as  to  give  the  reader 
the  most  comprehensive  account  of  Marxism  possible  within  the 
limits  of  a single  volume. 

The  passages  have  been  chosen  by  Emile  Burns,  well-known 
British  economist,  who  has  added  to  each  selection  a bibliographical 
note,  and  an  explanation  of  the  circumstances  in  which  the  work 
was  written  and  its  special  significance  in  the  development  of 
Marxism.  The  volume  also  contains  the  necessary  glossaries  and 
index. 

1088  pages — Price  $1.75 
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Revolutionary  Struggle  Against 
War  vs.  Pacifism 
By  ALEX  BITTELMAN 
The  Futility  and  Dangers  of  Pacifism 

We  shall  begin  by  drawing  a line  of  distinction  be- 
tween the  two  main  kinds  of  pacifism.  One  is  the 
official  pacifism  of  the  imperialists  and  the  imperialist 
governments.  This  kind  of  pacifism  is  a fake  and  a 
swindle.  It  is  a screen  with  which  the  capitalists  try 
to  cover  up  the  war  danger  and  the  war  preparations. 
The  other  is  the  pacifism  of  various  liberal,  humani- 
tarian and  petty-bourgeois  groups.  This  kind  of  paci- 
fism is  an  illusion.  It  is  a dangerous  illusion  because, 
instead  of  stopping  or  abolishing  war,  it  actually  enables 
the  imperialists  and  militarists  to  put  over  the  fake 
official  pacifist  maneuvers,  which  are  a cover  for  war 
preparations. 

Here  we  shall  discuss  mainly  the  second  kind  of 
pacifism,  the  kind  that  cultivates  dangerous  illusions. 
What  are  these  illusions?  The  first  and  greatest  one  is 
that  imperialist  war  is  something  separate  from  the  capi- 
talist system;  that  it  is  possible  to  abolish  war  without 
abolishing  .capitalism. 

On  this  question  we  must  have  the  utmost  clarity. 
We  maintain  that  there  is  no  unbridgeable  gap  be- 
tween imperialist  peace  and  imperialist  war.  One  pro- 
duces the  other.  The  one  passes  into  the  other. 
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The  imperialist  slaughter  of  1914-1918  was  no  ac- 
cidental outbreak.  It  came  inevitably  as  a result  of 
years  of  imperialist  rivalry  for  markets,  spheres  of  in- 
fluence, and  colonies.  The  actual  beginning  of  the 
world  war  was  preceded  by  several  “minor”  wars,  and 
by  numerous  warlike  “incidents”  each  of  which  would 
have  precipitated  a world  conflagration  had  the  major 
imperialist  powers  felt  ready  for  it  at  the  time.  It 
broke  out  in  August,  1914,  because  England,  France, 
Russia,  Germany  and  Austria  were  ready  for  it. 

Is  this  struggle  for  markets,  spheres  of  influence 
and  monopolistic  possession  of  colonies  something  sep- 
arate from  capitalism?  No,  it  is  the  very  essence  of 
capitalism  of  this  era  of  imperialism.  This  is  best 
shown  by  the  incontestable  fact  that  the  imperialist 
peace — the  infamous  Versailles  “peace” — did  not  only 
fail  to  abolish  imperialist  rivalries,  or  mitigate  them, 
but,  on  the ' contrary,  has  laid  the  basis  for  their  ut- 
most sharpening. 

The  imperialist  war  has  produced  an  imperialist 
peace.  It  couldn’t  produce  any  other  peace.  The  only 
country  in  the  world  that  stood  out  for  a different, 
real  and  non-imperialist  peace  was  the  country  of  the 
victorious  working  class  revolution  in  Russia  under  the 
leadership  of  the  Communist  Party.  Precisely  this 
proves  our  point,  namely,  that  only  by  overthrowing 
capitalism  can  we  bring  into  existence  real  peace  and 
equality  among  nations. 

The  imperialist  war  was  a war  for  a redivision  of 
the  world  in  favor  of  the  victorious  powers.  This  was 
what  the  Versailles  Treaty  had  fixed  on  paper.  But 
the  Treaty  did  not  stop  capitalist  development.  Nor 
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did  it  fix  forever  the  relation  of  forces  between  the 
various  imperialist  powers.  The  fight  between  them 
went  on.  With  this  great  and  decisive  difference:  that 
the  world  subject  to  imperialist  exploitation  and  divi- 
sion was  considerably  narrowed  down  by  the  victory  of 
the  workers’  revolution  in  Russia.  To  be  precise:  one- 
sixth  of  the  earth  was  out  of  it.  In  addition^  the 
revolutionary  struggles  of  the  colonial  peoples  for  lib- 
eration is  narrowing  down  the  sphere  of  imperialist 
exploitation  still  further.  The  result  is  a more  des- 
perate and  intense  struggle  between  the  imperialists. 
And,  in  the  first  instance,  the  struggle  between  Amer- 
ican and  British  imperialism  for  world  domination. 

All  this  the  petty-bourgeois  pacifist  ignores.  An- 
other thing  that  the  pacifist  ignores  is  the  fact — the 
most  important  fact — that  the  world  today  is  a much 
more  war-like  place  than,  it  was  before  the  “last”  im- 
perialist war.  First  and  foremost  because  of  the  danger 
of  capitalist  war  against  the  Soviet  Union.  This  is  a 
“new”  kind  of  war,  the  possibility  of  which  was  not 
present  before  1917  when  the  Russian  workers  estab- 
lished their  rule.  For  this  war — military  intervention — 
capitalism  is  preparing  with  all  its  might,  American 
capitalism  playing  a leading  role.  Secondly,  because 
of  the  wars  of  the  imperialist  powers  against  the  rising 
colonial  peoples.  Such  war  the  American,  British  and 
French  imperialists  are  now  carrying  on  in  China; 
such  war  British  imperialism  is  carrying  on  in  India; 
French  imperialism  in  Indo-China  and  Morocco;  Amer- 
ican imperialism  in  the  Philippines,  Haiti,  Nicaragua, 
ready  to  engage  in  similar  war  against  any  of  the 
peoples  of  Latin  America  rising  against  foreign  op- 
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pression.  These  are  also  “new”  kind  of  wars  not  so 
characteristic  of  capitalism  before  the  war  “to  end 
war.” 

All  these  wars  are  produced  by.  and  inseparable 
from  imperialism  in  the  present  epoch  of  the  decline 
of  world  capitalism  and  of  the  growth  of  the  world 
revolution.  Only  the  proletarian  revolution  against 
capitalism  will  make  an  end  to  war  and  establish  peace. 
The  illusions  cultivated  by  the  petty-bourgeois  paci- 
fists are  dangerous  precisely  in  this  that  they  paralyze 
the  will  of  the  masses  to  fight  the  real  and  only  cause 
of  war  thus  helping  the  imperialists  to  carry  on  their 
criminal  game. 

Another  dangerous  illusion  spread  by  petty- 

bourgeois  liberal  pacifism  is  the  idea  that  imperialist 
war  can  be  combatted  only  by  peaceful  and  non-violent 
means.  We  do  not  speak  here  of  such  champion 
preachers  of  non-violence  in  resisting  war  as  the  of- 
ficial church.  The  hypocritical  preachings  of  this  and 
similar  agencies  are  so  rotten  that  they  stink  to  heaven. 
They  condemn  the  violence  of  the  masses  to  resist  war 
and  capitalist  exploitation  while  blessing  the  violence 
of  imperialist  war  and  capitalist  dictatorship.  Nor  do 
we  speak  here  of  the  non-violence  bluff  of  Gandhi  who 
by  his  own  admission  had  helped  British  imperialism  to 
mobilize  and  drive  the  Indian  workers  and  peasants 
into  the  slaughter  of  1914-1918  to  save  the  British 
Empire.  Such  preachers  of  “non-violence”  are  fakers. 

This  same  Gandhi  who  had  sent.,  thousands  of  In- 
dian workers  and  peasants  to  their  deaths  to  save  the 
British  Empire;  who  has  several  times  betrayed  the 
national  revolution  of  India,  in  order  to  prevent  the 
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liberation  of  the  masses;  who  had  refused  to  lift  a 
finger  to  save  the  lives  of  the  Indian  workers  and  revo- 
lutionists recently  executed  by  British  imperialism;  this 
person  Gandhi,  whom  the  pacifists  are  carrying  on  their 
shoulders,  is  a fake  preacher  of  non-violence.  In  reality 
he  is  the  representative  of  the  Indian  capitalists  and 
landlords  who  are  oppressing  with  violence  the  Indian 
workers  and  peasants.  In  reality,  he  had  just  made  a 
“bargain”  with  British  imperialism  whereby  the  native 
Indian  exploiters  will  jointly  with  British  imperialism 
continue  to  exploit,  rob  and  murder  the  Indian  masses 
by  means  of  the  army,  police,  spies  and  all  the  means 
of  violent  oppression. 

We  wish  to  speak  here  of  the  sincere  believers  in 
non-violence;  of  those  who  earnestly  believe  that  war 
can  be  combatted  by  simply  “abstaining”  from  taking 
part  in  it.  This  again  is  an  illusion,  and  a danger- 
ous illusion. 

Let’s  analyze  the  question  and  see  where  it  leads 
to.  As  long  as  the  policy  of  “abstention,”  that  is,  re- 
fusal to  bear  arms  and  in  any  way  participate  in  the 
war,  is  confined  to  a small  number  of  individuals,  it 
obviously  offers  no  obstacle  to  the  war-makers  and  the 
imperialist  war.  The  experience  of  the  “conscientious 
objectors”  in  the  late  war  should  suffice  to  prove  that. 
Moreover,  the  presence  of  a couple  of  hundred  or 
thousand  of  such  objectors  in  capitalist  jails  during  the 
war  proves  even  helpful  to  imperialism  by  quieting 
many  a disturbed  conscience  on  the  battle-field,  dulling 
the  will  to  resist  more  effectively. 

But— the  pacifist  will  say— let  us  spread  this  policy 
of  abstention  among  the  masses;  let  us  make  it  a real 
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obstacle  to  the  carrying  on  of  war.  Our  answer  is:  if 
the  masses,  that  is,  millions,  should  all  at  once  adopt 
the  policy  of  abstention,  then  either  of  the  two  things 
must  happen.  Either  the  ruling  class  and  its  govern- 
ment will  succeed  in  breaking  the  will  of  the  masses 
by  setting  in  motion  all  the  means  of  violence  at  the 
disposal  of  the  government  on  the  eve  of  war;  or,  the 
masses  will  pass  over  from  peaceful  non-resistance  to 
militant  attack,  and  break  capitalism.  In  the  first  in- 
stance, capitalism  wins  and  the  war  is  carried  on  until 
the  masses  rise  in  a revolutionary  way.  In  the  second 
instance,  the  masses  win,  the  imperialist  war  is  stopped 
by  becoming  transformed  into  civil  war  against  capi- 
talism, and  capitalism  is  destroyed. 

Thus  we  come  to  the  conclusion  that  individual, 
peaceful  non-resistance  to  imperialist  war  is  futile;  it 
plays  into  the  hands  of  the  imperialists.  Mass  peace- 
ful non-resistance  may  play  a positive  part  in  the 
fight  against  imperialist  war,  but  only  as  a transition 
to  militant  attack,  uprising  and  revolution  against 
capitalism. 

But  this  transition  from  mass  peaceful  non-resis- 
tance against  war  to  mass  revolutionary  action  against 
war  and  capitalism,  in  order  to  be  really  effective,  must 
be  well  prepared  and  organized  way  ahead  of  the  time 
of  the  actual  outbreak  of  the  war.  Those  old  enough 
to  recall  the  entry  of  the  United  States  into  the  late 
imperialist  war  in  1917  will  remember  the’ wave  of  gov- 
ernmental terror  and  persecution  that  signallized  the 
entry  into  the  war.  They  will  recall  the  mass  arrests 
and  jailings  of  war  opponents,  the  gagging  of  the  revo- 
lutionary and  anti-war  press,  the  mad  howl  of  the 
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capitalist  and  imperialist  press,  the  lynching  atmos- 
phere created  for  all  those  who  wouldn’t  support  the 
war,  etc. 

The  same  will  be  repeated  at  the  outbreak  of  the 
next  war,  only  on  a larger  scale  because  of  the  more 
advanced  state  of  development  of  the  revolutionary 
working  class  movement.  What  chances  are  there, 
under  such  conditions,  for  millions  of  people,  who  are 
unorganized  and  disconnected  from  each  other,  to  begin 
all  at  once  passive  resistance  to  the  imperialist  war? 
And  what  chances  are  there  for  these  people,  in  the 
face  of  the  terrific  pressure  and  attack  of  the  govern- 
ment with  all  the  violence  at  its  command,  to  pass  over 
successfully  from  passive  resistance  to  militant  attack, 
without  long  previous  preparation  and  organization  and 
without  revolutionary  leadership?  Very  little  chance, 
if  any.  The  pacifist  illusion  that  war  can  be  com- 
batted by  every  individual  refusing  to  do  war  service 
is  sheer  nonsense.  It  deceives  the  masses  and  helps 
the  imperialists. 

Mass  resistance  to  imperialist  war— and  this  is  the 
only  resistance  that  counts — is  war,  civil  war  against 
capitalism,  revolution.  To^this  the  masses  must  be 
educated  and  prepared  by  a clear  realization  that  the 
cause  of  war  is  capitalism,  and  that  capitalism  must 
be  overthrown.  For  this  struggle  the  masses  must  or- 
ganize themselves  in  their  revolutionary  class  organ- 
izations, first  of  all  the  Communist  Party  and  revolu- 
tionary unions,  which  alone  are  carrying  on  a real 
struggle  against  imperialist  war. 

Imperialist  war  is  not  going  to  be  stopped — let 
alone  abolished — by  everyone  folding  one’s  arms.  It  is 
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not  so  simple.  In  time  of  war  the  capitalist  class  knows 
that  its  very  rule  is  at  stake.  It,  therefore,  stops  be- 
fore nothing  to  dragoon  and  terrorize  the  masses  into 
the  slaughter.  The  masses  also  must  be  prepared  to 
stop  before  nothing  to  defeat  the  war  and  defeat  capi- 
talism. 

Here  the  petty-bourgeois  pacifist  will  declare  that 
he  is  opposed  to  all  war,  that  he  is  for  peace  under  all 
circumstances.  Such  a position  clearly  helps  the  war- 
makers  and  the  imperialists.  It  certainly  does  not  stop 
the  imperialist  war.  It  only  demoralizes  the  masses 
and  assists  the  imperialist  governments  to  corral  the 
masses  into  the  slaughter.  The  same  applies  to  the 
class  struggle  in  the  country.  Pacifist  preachings  do 
not  stop  the  Coal  and  Iron  Police,  the  Pennsylvania 
State  Troopers  and  the  Company  thugs,  in  alliance 
with  the  fakers  of  the  United  Mine  Workers,  from 
murdering  and  tear-gassing  the  striking  miners  and 
their  wives  and  children.  But  if  the  miners  should 
take  seriously  such  preachings — which,  fortunately,  they 
do  not — they  would  lose  their  fight  for  bread  at  the 
very  beginning. 

Wars  of  imperialist  governments  are  wars  of  op- 
pression and  robbery.  Military  intervention  against  the 
Soviet  Union  is  a war  against  the  toiling  masses  all 
over  the  world.  Such  war  is  a crime  against  the  work- 
ing class  and  all  oppressed  and  exploited.  Such  wars 
must  be  condemned  and  fought  against  in  a revolu- 
tionary way. 

But  the  class  war  of  the  masses  against  their  ex- 
ploiters, the  wars  of  the  oppressed  colonial  peoples  for 
freedom  and  national  independence — China,  India, 
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Nicaragua — the  revolutionary  war  against  imperialist 
war  and  for  the  defense  of  the  Soviet  Union — these  are 
wars  of  liberation,  the  only  hope  of  the  toiling  masses 
and  of  the  whole  of  humanity  to  make  an  end  to  the 
agonies  and  misery  of  the  decaying  and  rottening  capi- 
talist system. 

Petty-bourgeois  pacifism  expresses  the  fear  of  and 
disgust  with  imperialist  war  among  the  small  capi- 
talists who  stand  between  the  big  capitalists  and  the 
working  class.  But  this  pacifism  also  expresses  the 
fear  of  the  petty  bourgeoisie  with  the  working  class 
revolutionary  struggle  against  imperialist  war  and  capi- 
talism. It  is  a philosophy  of  fear  and  impotence.  It 
is  not  the  philosophy  of  the  working  class.  The  work- 
ing class  philosophy  is  Leninism,  the  teaching  of  civil 
war  against  imperialist  war,  for  the  overthrow  of  capi- 
talism and  the  establishment  of  working  class  rule. 

A definite  division  of  labor  exists  between  the 
capitalist  governments,  on  the  one  hand,  and  the 
Church,  on  the  other.  The  capitalist  governments,  by 
means  of  the  army,  police,  courts  and  jails,  are  keep- 
ing the  body  of  the  worker  chained  down  to  the  present 
system.  The  Church,  by  means  of  religious  preach- 
ings, terrors  of  hell,  promises  of  the  hereafter,  etc.,  are 
keeping  the  soul,  the  mind  of  the  worker  chained  down 
to  the  present  system. 

The  “methods”  of  the  church  are,  therefore,  some- 
what different  from  the  methods  of  the  policeman, 
judge  or  governor.  But  they  pursue  the  same  aim. 
They  serve  the  same  master,  namely,  the  wealthy,  the 
rich,  the  capitalists,  the  exploiters. 
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The  Role  of  the  Church  in  the  Late  Imperialist  War. 

Peace  is  the  most  common  and  popular  word  on 
the  lips  of  priests  and  clergymen.  Peace  and  good  will. 
But  it  is  a sinister  sort  of  peace  that  the  Church 
preaches.  It  is  the  peace  of  surrender  to  capitalist  and 
imperialist  exploitation.  It  is  the  peace  of  submission 
of  the  robbed  masses  to  the  imperialist  system  of  rob- 
bery and  oppression.  The  Church  is  for  peace,  but  only 
one  side,  on  the  side  of  the  exploited  masses. 

The  Church  will  occasionally  utter  a mild  word  of 
warning  or  reproach  also  to  the  master  class.  It  will 
even  speak  of  the  misery  and  starvation  of  the  masses. 
But  it  will  do  so  when  the  masses  themselves  are  on 
the  move  to  secure  better  conditions,  when  the  Church 
feels  that  capitalism  is  in  danger  of  being  overthrown 
by  the  revolutionary  struggles  of  the  toilers.  Then  the 
Church  speaks  up,  but  with  two  voices.  The  one  to 
the  master  class  is  suave,  mild  and  pleasing,  drawing 
attention  to  the  danger  confronting  both,  capitalist  gov- 
ernment and  capitalist  Church.  The  other  voice  is 
directed  to  the  masses.  This  one  is  stern,  threatening 
and  angry.  It  invokes  all  the  terrors  of  “God  and 
Caesar”  to  keep  the  masses  from  fighting  and  to  save 
the  existing  system  of  hunger  and  capitalist  terror. 

The  Fake  Pacifism  of  the  Church. 

It  is  obvious  that  the  “pacifism”  of  the  Church  is 
just  a fake  and  a swindle.  Its  so-called  opposition  to 
war  and  advocacy  of  “disarmament”  is  of  the  same 
hypocritical  nature  as  the  official  pacifist  maneuvers 
of  the  imperialist  governments.  The  Church  helps  the 
governments  to  hide  the  preparations  for  war  and  mili- 
tary intervention. 
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This  is  in  no  way  contradicted  by  the  fact  that  the 
Church  is  actively  engaged  in  various  movements  for 
peace  and  international  good-will.  On  the  contrary. 
The  more  the  Church  talks  of  peace  the  more  “safely” 
can  the  imperialist  governments  prepare  for  war. 

Especially  vicious  are  the  so-called  liberal  church- 
men, who  are  trying  to  cover  up  the  reactionary  es- 
sence of  the  Church  with  humanitarian  and  pacifist 
phrases.  In  this  way  they  hope  to  keep  the  masses 
with  the  Church  in  order  that  it  may  serve  effectively 
as  the  spiritual  guardian  of  capitalism  and  reaction. 

One  of  these  is  Charles  E.  Jefferson,  of  the  World 
Alliance  For  International  Friendship  Through  the 
Churches.  He  is  preaching  pacifism  of  the  Church  var- 
iety. Hence,  the  first  thing  he  does  is  to  try  to  par- 
alyze the  will  of  the  masses  to  fight  against  war.  He 
says  that  Bolshevism  and  Communism  are  “mischievous 
and  deadly.”  For  capitalism  and  imperialist  war,  of 
course.  But  this  he  doesn’t  say.  Instead  he  plays  the 
symphony  of  the  “spirit,”  the  “spirit  of  good  will,  aim- 
ing to  attain  its  objects  not  by  violence,  but  by  gentle- 
ness.” 

And  to  whom  is  he  playing  this  symphony?  Not 
to  the  imperialist  war  makers,  not  to  the  capitalists 
and  bankers  who  are  mercilessly  crushing  workers’ 
strikes — as  in  the  Coal  Strike  today — killing,  murdering 
and  maiming.  The  bankers  and  capitalists,  according 
to  the  Church  pacifist,  are  all  peace  loving  and  gentle 
souls.  Listen: 

“In  regard  to  the  use  of  violence  all  employers, 
all  the  members  of  the  Chambers  of  Commerce,  and 
all  the  members  of  the  Boards  of  Trade  and  all  the 
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Directors  of  the  great  corporations  all  over  this 
country  are  pacifists.”  (Our  emphasis.) 

Now  you  have  it,  on  the  authority  of  a Church 
pacifist,  that  all  exploiters  of  labor  are  pacifists.  On 
the  same  authority,  the  Steel  Trust,  the  Munition 
Manufacturers,  and  all  the  imperialist  gang  that  is 
preparing  the  next  war — that  all  these  don’t  believe  in 
violence.  They  are  100  per  cent  pacifists.  The  con- 
clusion is  clear.  If  all  this  gang  of  murderers  and 
robbers  are  pacifists,  then  pacifism  is  nothing  else  but 
a screen  to  hide  war  preparations,  a weapon  of  im- 
perialist war  preparations  just  as  much  as  navies, 
poison  gas,  fighting  planes,  etc.  And  this  is  what 
Church  pacifism  stands  for. 

Some  churches  even  undertake  to  speak  against 
imperialism.  But  how?  Listen  to  the  National  Com- 
mittee on  the  Churches  and  World  Peace.  Having  de- 
fined imperialism  “as  the  control  of  the  people  of  one 
country  by  an  alien  power,”  it  goes  on  as  follows: 

“It  is  obvious  that  this  external  control  may 
be  exercised  in  a way  that  is  constructive  and  bene- 
ficial for  all  parties  concerned,  or  it  may  be  used 
as  an  instrument  of  injustice  and  exploitation.” 
(Our  emphasis.) 

These  Church  pacifists  are  not  against  imperialism. 
They  are  only  against  “bad”  imperialism.  But  this  is 
nonsense.  Imperialism  is  imperialism:  it  is  robbery, 
rape,  murder  and  spoilation  of  the  colonial  peoples. 
The  rule  of  American  imperialism  in  Latin  America 
can  not  be  made  beneficial  for  both  the  United  Fruit 
Company  and  the  agricultural  workers  and  peasants 
whom  it  exploits.  The  peoples  of  the  Caribbean  coun- 
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tries  desire  neither  good  nor  bad  American  rule.  They 
want  the  Yankee  imperialists  to  get  the  hell  out  of 
their  countries.  And  they  are  perfectly  right. 

But  the  Church  pacifist  has  a “mission”  to  perform. 
He  has  got  to  sugar-coat  U.  S.  imperialist  rule  for  the 
exploited  masses  of  the  colonies;  and  he  has  got  to 
deceive  the  masses  in  the  imperialist  countries  as  to 
the  real  nature  of  imperialism.  In  the  first  instance, 
he  helps  break  up  colonial  revolts.  In  the  second  in- 
stance, he  helps  to  mobilize  the  masses  for  imperialist 
war,  by  “softening”  their  opposition  to  imperialism. 

The  pacifism  and  anti-imperialism  of  the  Church 
is  a fake  and  a swindle. 

The  Church  as  Spiritual  Leader  of  Last  War 

What  did  the  Church  do  in  the  imperialist  slaugh- 
ter of  1914-1918?  Everyone  old  enough  to  remember 
will  recall  that  the  Church  of  all  denominations  and 
religions  gave  its  blessing  to  the  war,  doing  its  bit  to 
win  the  war  for  its  respective  capitalist  class. 

Naturally,  the  Church  did  this  in  its  “own”  way,  as 
a Church  should.  It  did  not,  for  instance,  rattle  the 
saber,  like  the  Generals  are  doing,  because  the  instru- 
ment and  method  of  the  Church  is  not  the  saber  but 
“God,”  “Religion,”  “Non-resistance  to  Violence,”  and 
“Obedience  to  Constituted  Authority.”  Of  course,  these 
persuasive  efforts  of  the  Church  were  greatly  fascili- 
tated  by  the  secular  arm  of  capitalism,  which  is  always 
around  the  corner,  such  as,  the  soldiers’  rifle,  the  po- 
liceman’s club,  with  the  judge  and  jailer  not  far  in 
the  background. 

The  Church  also  did  a lot  of  “sighing”  and  “sor- 
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rowing.”  Is  it  not  the  repository  of  capitalist  con- 
science? It  talked  about  the  sinfulness  of  war  “in  gen- 
eral.” It  spoke  its  abhorrence  of  bloodshed,  also  in 
general.  But  it  made  sure,  nevertheless,  that  the  given 
imperialist  war  be  carried  on  and  be  won  for  the  capi- 
talist class  of  its  country.  The  Church,  clergy  and 
priests  were  the  most  effective  auxiliary  to  the  War 
Department  of  each  imperialist  country  in  the  late  war. 

It  gave  its  blessings  to  the  arms  of  its  country.  It 
prayed  for  the  victory  of  these  arms.  Its  priests  and 
chaplains  with  the  armies  on  the  battle  fields  were 
keeping  up  the  “morale”  of  the  troops,  making  it 
“easier”  for  the  workers  and  peasants  to  die  for  im- 
perialism. At  home,  the  Church  was  demoralizing  the 
minds  of  the  industrial  and  agrarian  conscripts,  keep- 
ing up  their  morale  also.  Wives,  daughters,  sweethearts 
and  mothers  were  “comforted”  and  kept  contented  with 
the  agonies  of  their  nearest  on  the  battlefields  by  the 
deadening  opium  of  Church  “persuasion.” 

The  Church  did  its  bit.  It  justified  itself  once 
more  as  the  “spiritual  arm”  of  the  capitalist  dictator- 
ship. It  helped  to  win  the  war  of  1914-1918  for  Morgan 
& Co. 

The  Church  “Crusade”  Against  the  Soviet  Union. 

The  Church  never  fails  its  capitalist  and  imper- 
ialist masters.  As  the  French  General  Staff  was  out- 
lining the  campaign  of  military  intervention  in  the 
Soviet  Union,  at  first  for  1930  and  later  postponed  for 
1931;  the  Church  was  carrying  on  a “spiritual”  cam- 
paign of  slander  and  incitement  against  the  Soviet 
Union  in  preparation  for  military  intervention.  It  was 
a sort  of  poison  gas  attack  upon  the  minds  of  the 
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masses,  stunning  their  ability  to  think  for  themselves, 
in  order  that  the  capitalist  governments  could  carry 
the  masses  more  easily  into  the  criminal  adventure. 

The  Pope  of  Rome  and  the  Bishop  of  Canterbury 
are  the  main  leaders  of  the  ‘'crusade”  against  the  toil- 
ing masses  in  the  Soviet  Union.  But  all  the  churches 
are  in  it.  In  it  are  also  the  labor  fakers,  the  “socialist” 
traitors,  and  all  the  reactionary  imperialist  forces. 
Communist  renegades — Lovestone  and  Cannon — are 

doing  their  bit  with  their  own  “methods.” 

The  Pope  and  the  Bishop  are  fighting  for  “God” 
who  has  been  dethroned  in  the  Soviet  Union.  They 
are,  therefore,  calling  for  “holy”  war  to  reinstate  God 
in  its  former  position,  and  incidentally  to  reinstate 
capitalism  and  imperialism  in  its  former  position.  This 
incident  is  the  crux  of  the  whole  crusade.  Communism 
and  the  victorious  fight  for  Socialism  in  the  Soviet 
Union  are  threatening  the  existence  of  capitalism  and 
all  its  institutions  of  physical  and  “spiritual”  oppres- 
sion. The  Church  dignitaries  are  fighting  for  their 
privileges,  for  their  easy  parasitic  lives,  for  the  main- 
tenance of  capitalism. 

Hence,  the  Church  crusade  against  the  Soviet 
Union.  It  is  a “spiritual”  crusade.  But  in  it  you  hear 
very  distinctly  the  voice  of  the  ‘landlord  and  capitalist. 
You  see  very  clearly  the  faces  of  the  Russian  White 
Guards  and  of  the  pretenders  to  the  destroyed  throne 
of  Nicholas  II.  You  also  see  the  big  bankers  and  trusts 
of  the  imperialist  countries  plotting  and  conspiring  to 
bring  the  toiling  masses  of  the  Soviet  Union  back  under 
the  yoke  of  capitalism  and  of  the  Church. 

The  peace-loving  Church  “prays”  for  military  in- 
tervention in  the  Soviet  Union. 
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Church  “Socialism”  Is  a War  Measure. 

The  Church  is  undertaking  to  fight  real  Socialism 
with  fake  Socialism.  The  Protestant  Churches  of  the 
United  States  are  showing  how.  The  Pope  is  bringing 
up  the  rear.  The  Socialist  Party  of  America  is  greet- 
ing the  “conversion”  of  the  Pope  to  Socialism,  while 
the  labor  fakers  feel  strengthened  in  their  treacherous 
activities  by  the  “moral”  support  of  the  Church. 

What  is  this  60-called  Church  “socialism”?  It  is, 
first  of  all,  an  effort  to  hold  the  masses  to  the  Church; 
the  masses  that  are  flocking  away  from  the  Church. 
The  Church  undertakes  to  dress  itself  up  in  false  so- 
cialist plumage  in  order  to  stop  the  hungry,  disillusioned 
and  revolutionized  masses  from  going  over  to  the  real 
Socialism,  to  the  Socialism  that  is  being  built  in  the 
Soviet  Union. 

But  above  all,  this  “conversion”  of  the  Church  to 
Socialism  is  a war  measure.  It  is  a measure  to  revive 
the  Church  crusade  against  the  Soviet  Union.  The 
Church  has  found  out  that  it  can’t  arouse  the  masses 
against  the  Soviet  Union  in  the  name  of  God  and  Capi- 
talism. Hence,  it  is  trying  to  do  the  same  trick  in 
the  name  of — Socialism.  The  Church  is  trying  to  re- 
pair its  damaged  standing  among  the  masses,  and  in 
so  doing  strengthen  capitalism  and  the  imperialist  war 
preparations. 

Matthew  Woll — arch-labor-faker,  war  monger,  and 
interventionist — rubs  his  hands  with  satisfaction.  Speak- 
ing about  the  latest  Encyclical  of  the  Pope,  he  said:  “I 
endorse  his  views  that  neither  capital  nor  labor  has  a 
right  to  demand  all  the  fruits  of  their  collaborative 
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labor.”  Woll  makes  it  especially  sure  that  the  share 
of  the  capitalists  shall  not  be  decreased. 

The  Socialist  Party  of  America  , speaking  through 
Waldman,  says: 

“We  welcome  the  Pope’s  conversion  to  our  doc- 
trine of  Labor.” 

Thus  we  witness  the  harmony  and  unanimity  be- 
tween the  Church,  labor  fakers  and  Socialist  Party  in 
the  work  of  deceiving  the  toiling  masses,  in  the  work 
of  paving  the  way  for  imperialist  war  and  military  in- 
tervention in  the  Soviet  Union. 

The  leaders  of  the  American  Federation  of  Labor, 
Green,  Woll,  Lewis  & Co.,  together  with  the  Socialist 
Party,  are  the  main  instigators  of  war  and  interven- 
tion. The  only  forces  in  the  United  States  that  fight 
against  war  and  military  intervention,  that  lead  the 
workers  to  resist  the  capitalist  offensive,  are  the  Com- 
munist Party  and  the  Trade  Union  Unity  League. 

Gompers  and  Hillquit  Helped  Make  War  in  1914-1918. 

In  the  imperialist  war  of  1914-1918,  which  American 
imperialism  joined  in  1917,  the  leaders  of  the  Amer- 
ican Federation  of  Labor,  headed  by  Sam  Gompers, 
were  working  as  mobilization  agents  for  Woodrow  Wil- 
son and  the  American  capitalist  class.  Gompers  and 
his  lieutenants — Green,  Woll,  Lewis,  Schlesinger,  Hill- 
man, etc. — have  helped  put  across  military  conscription. 
They  collaborated  with  the  “War  Labor  Board”  to  con- 
script the  workers  for  the  war  industries.  They  under- 
took to  prevent  strikes  and  any  other  resistance  of  the 
workers  to  the  war. 

The  leaders  of  the  American  Federation  of  Labor 
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made  the  unions  part  of  the  imperialist  war  machine. 
Gompers  & Co.  were  functioning  as  the  labor  branch 
of  the  War  Department.  They  were  loudest  in  the  im- 
perialist howl  for  “war  to  the  finish.”  They  stood  by 
Wilson  and  Big  Business  in  making  the  imperialist 
peace  which  has  fastened  the  chains  of  slavery  upon 
the  exploited  masses  all  over  the  world  and  which  is 
giving  rise  to  fresh  imperialist  wars. 

Gompers  & Co. — the  leaders  of  the  American  Fed- 
eration of  Labor — collaborated  with  Wilson  in  the  first 
military  intervention  against  the  workers’  revolution  in 
Russia.  Remember  the  detachments  of  American  troops 
driven  by  Wilson  and  Gompers  into  Archangel  and 
Siberia  to  stop  the  workers’  revolution  in  Russia,  to 
force  the  workers  and  peasants  back  into  the  imper- 
ialist slaughter  for  the  glory  and  profits  of  the  French, 
English  and  American  bankers. 

How  was  it  possible  that  labor  leaders,  supposedly 
representing  the  interests  of  the  workers,  should  be 
able  to  commit  such  black  treachery  to  the  working 
class?  The  answer  is:  that  Gompers  & Co.  were  not 
real  leaders  of  the  workers;  they  did  not  represent  the 
interests  of  the  working  class.  They  were — and  are— 
social-reformists,  that  is,  people  interested  in  saving 
capitalism,  not  in  abolishing  it.  That  is  what  Gompers 
and  Co.  were  doing  before  the  late  war,  continuing  the 
same  policy  during  the  war  and  afterward.  The  leaders 
of  the  American  Federation  of  Labor  have  been  and 
are  the  agents  of  the  enemy  in  our  midst,  the  agents 
of  the  capitalist  class  in  the  labor  movement. 

Berger,  Hillquit,  Oneal,  Cahan,  the  Socialist  Party 
of  America,  are  the  same  type  of  “labor”  leaders.  They 
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are  social-reformists  that  are  fighting  to  save  the  capi- 
talist system  from  the  attacks  of  the  working  class  and 
from  the  workers’  revolution.  These  social-reformists 
of  the  Socialist  Party,  the  same  as  Gompers,  Green, 
Woll,  Lewis  and  Co.,  were  helping  Big  Business  to  make 
and  win  the  war. 

At  the  outbreak  of  the  war  of  1914-1918,  there  were 
still  in  the  ranks  of  the  Socialist  Party  of  America 
large  numbers  of  workers,  among  them  revolutionary 
workers.  The  majority  of  the  membership  of  the  So- 
cialist Party  was  therefore  against  the  imperialist  war, 
but  it  had  no  clear  idea  of  how  to  fight  the  war.  The 
Communist  International  had  not  yet  come  into  exist- 
ence. The  Second  Socialist  International  had  collapsed 
with  the  outbreak  of  war,  most  of  its  national  sections 
joining  the  war.  Only  the  Russian  Bolsheviks  under 
Lenin  followed,  by  Karl  Liebknecht  in  Germany,  were 
waging  a clear  and  consistent  fight  against  war.  Nor 
was  there  a Communist  Party  in  the  United  States. 
The  voice  of  Lenin,  and  the  anti-war  revolutionary 
struggles  of  the  Bolsheviks,  were  little  known  at  that 
time  to  the  American  workers. 

The  result  of  this  situation  was  that  the  National 
Emergency  Convention  of  the  Socialist  Party  of  Amer- 
ica, held  in  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  in  April,  1917,  overruled  the 
reformist  leaders  and  adopted  an  anti-war  resolution 
which  contained,  however,  no  effective  program  of  rev- 
olutionary struggle  against  the  war,  namely,  it  did  not 
provide  for  a struggle  to  transform  the  imperialist  war 
into  civil  war  against  capitalism.  The  working  class 
membership  of  the  Socialist  Party  was  willing  and 
ready  to  wage  a revolutionary  fight  against  the  im- 
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perialist  war  but  the  reformist  leaders  were  working  for 
the  war  and  for  imperialism.  The  anti-war  resolution 
adopted  in  St.  Louis  was  sabotaged  to  death  by  the  Hill- 
quits,  Bergers  and  Oneals.  These  flunkeys  of  American 
imperialism  undertook  to  “revise”  the  St.  Louis  resolu- 
tion soon  after  its  adoption  by  the  membership.  It 
was  as  a result  of  this  fight — for  or  against  imperialist 
war — and  out  of  the  fight  about  the  workers’  revolu- 
tion in  Russia— for  or  against  the  workers’  revolution— 
that  the  working  class  membership  of  the  Socialist 
Party  split  away  from  the  reformist  leaders,  organiz- 
ing themselves  into  the  Communist  Party,  the  United 
States  section  of  the  Communist  International. 

Since  that  time  the  Socialist  Party  and  the  leaders 
of  the  American  Federation  of  Labor  have  become  even 
more  consistent  and  militant  in  defense  of  capitalism 
and  imperialist  war,  and  against  the  Soviet  Union.  They 
do  what  is  best  for  the  capitalist  class.  The  leaders 
of  the  American  Federation  of  Labor  have  formed  a 
special  organization — the  Pan-American  Federation  of 
Labor — to  fascilitate  the  penetration  and  conquest  of 
Latin-America  by  the  imperialists  of  the  United  States. 
The  Socialist  Party  and  the  leaders  of  the  American 
Federation  of  Labor  are  the  foremost  champions  of 
fascist  methods  of  oppression  of  the  working  class  and 
its  organizations.  The  social-reformists  and  social- 
imperialists  have  also  become  social-fascists.  They 
have  developed  in  the  same  way  as  the  social-reformists 
all  over  the  world,  represented  internationally  by  the 
Second  “Socialist”  International  and  the  Amsterdam 
International  of  Labor  Unions.  It  is  this  force  of  so- 
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cial-reformism  and  social-fascism  that  stands  today  be- 
tween the  working  class  and  its  victory  over  capitalism. 

Thomas,  Hillquit,  Green  and  Woll  Working  for  Military 
Intervention. 

Norman  Thomas  and  Hillquit  are  the  representa- 
tives of  the  Second  Socialist  International  in  the  United 
States.  The  Socialist  Party  of  America,  of  which  these 
two  gentlemen  are  the  main  leaders,  is  one  of  the  af- 
filiated sections  of  this  Second  International.  The  Sec- 
ond Socialist  International  stands  revealed  today  as  the 
main  instigator  of  military  intervention  against  the 
Soviet  Union. 

The  so-called  socialist  parties  of  all  countries, 
united  in  the  Second  International,  have  consistently 
collaborated  with  the  imperialist  governments  against 
the  Soviet  Union.  The  British  Labor  Party  of  Mac- 
Donald and  Henderson  which  is  now  the  government 
in  England  and  the  German  Social-Democratic  Party, 
which  is  the  main  support  of  the  present  government 
in  Germany — the  strongest  parties  in  the  Second  In- 
ternational— are  actively  working  for  military  inter- 
vention in  the  Soviet  Union.  The  British  “Labor”  gov- 
ernment is  represented  on  the  Commission  of  the 
French  General  Staff  which  is  outlining  and  organiz- 
ing the  intervention  campaign.  The  German  Social- 
Democracy  has  been  exposed  as  the  organizer  of  the 
counter-revolutionary  and  Menshevik  wrecking  crews 
in  the  Soviet  Union.  The  Russian  Mensheviks,  re- 
cently on  trial  in  Moscow  for  interventionist  activities, 
have  confessed  to  having  received  help  and  instruc- 
tions from  German  Social-Democracy  and  from  the 
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Second  International  through  Abramovitch,  the  foreign 
representative  of  the  Russian  Mensheviks.  Abramo- 
vitch, who  travelled  illegally  into  the  Soviet  Union,  was 
shown  to  be  the  main  connecting  link  between  the  in- 
tervention conspirators  in  the  Soviet  Union  and  the 
Second  International. 

The  Socialist  Party  of  America  has  been  working 
hand  in  hand  with  the  Russian  Mensheviks — Abramo- 
vich, Ingerman,  etc. — to  finance  their  intervention  prep- 
arations. Campaigns  for  funds  for  Abramovitch  and 
the  counter-revolutionary  Mensheviks  were  carried  on 
in  the  United  States  by  the  Socialist  Party.  At  the  ban- 
quets for  Abramovich,  on  his  visits  for  money  to  the 
U.  S.,  organized  by  the  Socialist  Party,  anti-Soviet  and 
intervention  speeches  were  made  by  Hillquit,  Thomas 
and  Oneal.  The  Socialist  Party  of  America  is  leading 
the  campaign  for  intervention  against  the  Soviet 
Union.  The  same  is  being  done  by  the  other  parties 
of  the  Second  International — the  French,  German,  Eng- 
lish, Belgian,  etc. 

Woll,  Green,  Lewis  & Co. — the  leaders  of  the  Amer- 
ican Federation  of  Labor — stand  side  by  side  with  the 
Socialist  Party  in  supporting  the  coming  imperialist 
war  and  in  urging  military  intervention  against  the 
Soviet  Union.  Green,  Woll  and  the  Fish  Committee, 
together  with  all  the  reactionary  and  fascist  forces  in 
the  country,  are  foremost  in  the  imperialist  vitupera- 
tions against  the  exploded  fake  of  Soviet  “dumping,” 
which  Stimson  and  Mellon  are  now  utilizing  to  consoli- 
date international  capitalist  action  against  the  Soviet 
Union.  At  a meeting  of  the  National  Civic  Federation 
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— a body  of  “open  shoppers”  and  reactionaries — called 
together  (June  10th)  to  further  the  intervention  cam- 
paign, Matthew  Woll  said: 

“The  Soviet  Dictators  are  starving  the  Rus- 
sian people  . . . this  is  being  done  in  a frenzied 
design  to  destroy  the  free  markets  and  institutions 
(the  Coal  and  Iron  Police  in  Pennsylvania,  for  in- 
stance.— A.  B.)  of  other  nations.  . . . Is  it  not  time 
for  the  peoples  of  all  democratic  and  free  nations 
(!)  of  the  world  to  join  one  another  in  meeting  the 
challenge  of  Soviet  Russia?” 

Matthew  Woll  and  Green  are  against  Social  and 
Unemployment  Insurance.  But  they  are  for  wage  cuts 
and  military  intervention  in  the  Soviet  Union. 

The  leaders  of  the  American  Federation  of  Labor 
and  the  Socialist  Party  also  help  in  the  preparations 
for  the  next  imperialist  war.  Norman  Thomas  appears 
before  the  War  Policies  Commission  of  Congress,  which 
is  setting  the  machine  going  for  the  coming  war,  and 
accepts,  as  a matter  of  course,  the  war  and  war  prep- 
arations. He  urges  the  adoption  of  the  war  plans  for 
the  complete  militarization  of  government  and  industry 
only  in  case  of  “extreme  emergency.”  Otherwise,  he 
said,  “this  will  be  regarded  as  a lack  of  faith  in  peace 
on  the  part  of  a nation  which  sponsored  the  Kellogg 
Pact.”  Thomas  and  the  Socialist  Party  want  the  war 
preparations  carried  on  in  such  a way  as  not  to  expose 
the  fake  of  the  Kellogg  Pact  and  of  the  official  paci- 
fism of  the  U.  S.  government. 

The  membership  of  the  American  Federation  of 
Labor,  and  the  few  remaining  working  class  members 
of  the  Socialist  Party,  pressed  by  the  crisis  and  the 
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treacheries  of  their  leaders,  are  beginning  to  wake  up 
to  the  real  danger.  The  historic  success  of  Socialist 
Construction  in  the  Soviet  Union,  despite  the  vile  slan- 
ders and  lies  of  the  capitalists  and  their  reformist 
flunkeys,  is  awakening  in  the  hearts  of  the  workers, 
also  of  the  reformist  organizations,  hope  and  confi- 
dence in  true  Socialism,  a desire  to  defend  the  Soviet 
Union  from  the  attacks  of  its  enemies,  a sympathy  for 
the  Communist  Party  and  the  Trade  Union  Unity 
League. 

Large  sections  of  workers  are  beginning  to  throw 
off  the  shackles  of  reformist  leadership.  To  check  this 
process,  which  is  looked  upon  as  a menace  by  the  capi- 
talists and  the  reformists,  new  methods  of  deceit  are 
being  applied  to  the  awakening  workers.  The  method 
of  “left”  phrases,  almost  “revolutionary”  sounding 
words  is  being  used  in  order  to  stop  the  workers  from 
going  over  to  Communism.  This  is  the  special  job 
of  the  so-called  “left”  reformists — Muste  & Co.,  Stan- 
ley, etc.  These  persons  are  nothing  else  but  “left” 
fakers,  in  distinction  from  the  open,  right  wing  fakers. 

These  “left”  Muste  fakers  feel  that  it  is  not  safe 
for  the  cause  of  capitalism  to  try  to  keep  the  more 
radical  workers  away  from  the  revolutionary  struggle 
by  attacking  outright  and  directly  the  Soviet  Union 
and  the  ideals  of  world  Communism.  Because  the  more 
radical  worker  is  actively  in  sympathy  with  both.  Hence, 
the  “left”  fakers  pretend  also  to  be  in  sympathy  with 
both.  Only — and  here  the  fake  becomes  exposed — these 
fakers  are  against  the  American  Communist  Party  and 
against  the  American  revolutionary  unions.  In  this 
way,  the  “left”  fakers  hope  to  be  able  to  prevent  the 
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workers  from  translating  their  sympathies  to  the  Soviet 
Union  and  Communism  into  active  organized  struggle 
against  military  intervention  and  capitalist  exploitation. 

This  is  the  “left”  trick  of  Muste  and  Stanley  and 
also  of  the  Lovestone  and  Cannon  renegades.  These 
renegades  are  working  with  Muste  and  paving  the  way 
for  him.  They  are  professing  “loyalty”  to  Commu- 
nism and  are  daily  betraying  and  fighting  against  the 
Communist  movement.  The  merciless  fight  against  the 
reformists — right  and  “left” — and  against  the  renegades 
is  the  basic  condition  for  a successful  fight  against  war 
and  military  intervention. 

The  official  pacifism  of  the  capitalist  and  imperial- 
ist governments  is  nothing  else  but  a cloak  for  more 
intensified  war  preparations.  At  the  present  time,  the 
war  preparations  of  the  imperialist  powers  are  directed 
chiefly  to  military  intervention  against  the  Soviet  Union. 

Military  intervention  in  the  Soviet  Union  has  be- 
come the  greatest  menace.  The  latest  move  in  this 
direction  by  the  Hoover  government  and  the  American 
capitalist  class  is  the  so-called  proposal  for  a one-year 
war-debt  moratorium.  It  is  a proposal  designed  to  save 
German  capitalism  from  the  growing  workers  revolution 
and  to  protect  the  investments  of  American  bankers  in 
Germany.  Hoover  & Co.  need  German  capitalism  for 
intervention  in  the  Soviet  Union. 

The  war-debt  moratorium  is  a bribe  to  the  European 
capitalist  powers  to  accept  the  domination  of  American 
imperialism  and  to  accept  its  leadership  in  the  war 
against  the  Soviet  Union.  Hoover’s  new  plan  is  a 
move  for  war  and  intervention.  But,  as  usual,  it  is 
cloaked  in  words  of  “peace.” 
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They  Talk  Peace  and  Arm  for  War 

Ever  since  the  conclusion  of  the  imperialist  war  of 
1914-1918,  the  imperialist  governments  are  talking  peace. 
In  fact,  the  late  war  itself  was  supposed  to  have  been 
the  “last”  war.  Instead  it  laid  the  basis  for  sharper 
imperialist  rivalries  and  new  wars. 

According  to  the  information  of  the  League  of  Na- 
tions, which  does  not  disclose  the  full  amount  spent 
on  armaments  by  the  imperialist  powers,  we  get  the  fol- 
lowing picture.  The  European  capitalist  powers  spent 
on  armaments  annually  after  the  late  war  30%  more 
money  than  they  did  before  the  war.  This  despite  the 
fact  that  the  victorious  powers  had  forced  the  reduc- 
tion of  armaments  in  Germany  and  in  the  other  de- 
feated capitalist  countries. 

Says  Mr.  P.  Jacobson,  a former  official  of  the  League 
of  Nations: 

“In  order  to  bring  the  armaments  of  those  coun- 
tries (the  victors — A.  B.)  down  to  the  level  obtain- 
ing in  1908  there  would  have  to  be  an  average  re- 
duction of  approximately  30  per  cent  from  the  level 
of  1928.” 

Especially  great  was  the  increase  in  the  expenditures 
on  armaments  in  the  United  States.  The  Army  and 
Navy  Budget  in  1925-1926  was  $528,701,000;  and  $658,- 
000,000  in  1928-1929.  An  increase  of  24  per  cent. 

In  the  first  nine  months  of  the  fiscal  year,  1931, 
expenditures  for  “national”  defense  in  the  United  States 
amounted  to  the  enormous  sum  of  $2,124,737,000,  or  70 
per  cent  of  the  total  expenditures  of  the  Federal  gov- 
ernment. Seventy  cents  of  each  dollar  spent  by  the 
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Hoover  government  went  for  war  preparations  and  arm- 
aments. 

It  has  been  estimated  that  there  are  at  present 
under  arms  in  the  capitalist  countries,  including  active 
reserves,  30,000,000,  or  about  10,000,000  more  than  be- 
fore the  “last”  war. 

This  is  the  product  of  capitalist  peace  talks,  con- 
ferences and  treaties.  They  talk  peace  and  prepare 
war.  And  the  more  they  talk  peace,  the  more  they 
prepare  war. 

The  Washington  Conference  in  1921  for  the  “limita- 
tion” of  naval  armaments  established  no  limitations  for 
armament  on  the  sea.  It  only  “fixed”  the  right  of  the 
United  States  to  naval  equality  with  Great  Britain, 
which  resulted  in  the  building  of  more  warships.  The 
London  Naval  Conference  in  1929,  called  again  for  the 
“limitation”  of  armaments,  was  a complete  flop  from 
the  point  of  view  of  armament  reductions.  It  only 
exposed  glaringly  the  bitter  naval  race  between  the 
American  and  British  imperialists  and  the  determina- 
tion of  the  United  States  to  fight  and  establish  its  sup- 
remacy on  the  high  seas  as  against  Great  Britain. 

The  question  of  reducing  armaments  on  land  fared 
no  better  at  the  hands  of  the  capitalist  powers.  It 
was  in  May,  1920,  that  the  League  of  Nations  started 
out  more  actively  to  deceive  the  masses  with  a series 
of  maneuvers  on  armament  reductions.  It  appointed 
a “Permanent  Advisory  Commission”  to  “investigate” 
the  possibilities  of  disarmament.  The  Commission  re- 
ported that  they  could  find  no  way  to  reducing  arm- 
aments. Meanwhile  the  burden  of  armaments  was 
growing  and  so  was  the  opposition  of  the  masses  to 
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imperialist  war.  Hence,  a new  maneuver  by  the  League 
of  Nations.  A new  Commission,  called  the  Temporary 
Mixed  Commission,  was  set  up  in  1921,  which  was  later 
replaced  by  a “Coordination  Committee.,,  This  fake 
dragged  on  until  September,  1925,  when  it  become  ob- 
vious to  the  whole  world  that  it  was  a fake  and  a bluff. 
Consequently,  the  imperialists  decided  to  wipe  the  slate 
and  make  a fresh  start  in  the  criminal  game  of  talking 
peace  and  making  war.  The  result  was  the  setting  up 
of  the  “Preparatory  Commission  for  the  Disarmament 
Conference,”  which  is  the  League’s  disarmament  fake 
existing  today. 

What  is  the  sum  total  of  all  these  capitalist  “peace 
and  disarmament”  efforts?  Larger  armies  and  navies, 
an  intensified  naval  race  between  American  and  Eng- 
land, France  and  Italy,  a tremendous  growth  of  war 
air  fleets  and  poison  gas  weapons,  an  enormous  swell- 
ing of  military  and  war  expenditures,  the  sharpest  rival- 
ries and  economic  warfare  between  the  imperialist 
powers,  the  imminence  of  a new  world  imperialist  war, 
with  the  menace  of  military  intervention  against  the 
Soviet  Union  being  the  greatest  and  nearest  menace. 

The  Soviet  Union  is  the  Greatest  Factor  for  World  Peace 

The  Soviet  Union  is  the  greatest  factor  making  for 
world  peace  today.  The  other  factors  are  the  growing 
determination  of  the  exploited  masses  to  fight  im- 
perialist war  with  revolutionary  means  and  the  leader- 
ship of  the  Communist  Intrnational  in  the  struggle. 

The  Soviet  Union  is  following  persistently  a policy 
of  peace.  While  standing  ready  to  defend  itself,  with 
the  active  support  of  the  toiling  masses  all  over  the 
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world,  from  the  attacks  of  the  capitalists,  the  Soviet 
Union  has  repeatedly  challenged  the  capitalist  govern- 
ments to  stop  cheating  the  masses  with  fake  maneuvers 
and  to  undertake  real  disarmament. 

In  December,  1927,  the  Soviet  government  submitted 
to  the  Preparatory  Commission  for  the  Disarmament 
Conference  of  the  League  of  Nations  a plan  of  disarm- 
ament. The  plan  provided  for  the  dissolution  of  all 
armies,  navies,  and  air  fleets.  What  happened  to  the 
plan?  It  was  rejected,  and  the  capitalist  powers  went 
on  preparing  for  war. 

In  the  Spring  of  1929,  the  Soviet  government  once 
again  proposed  a plan  of  disarmament.  Taking  up  the 
“objections”  of  the  capitalist  powers  to  the  first  prop- 
osal of  the  Soviet  Union,  namely,  that  total  disarm- 
ament was  impractical  and  “utopian,”  the  Soviet  gov- 
ernment challenged  the  capitalist  powers  to  join  in  a 
plan  of  partial  disarmament.  The  plan  provided  that 
the  strongest  powers  should  reduce  their  armaments 
by  50%,  the  medium  powers  by  33%  and  the  smaller 
powers  by  25%.  What  happened  to  this  plan?  This 
also  was  rejected.  The  capitalists  went  on  arming  them- 
selves preparing  war. 

It  is  highly  significant  that  the  two  imperialist 
powers,  which  are  preparing  for  war  most  intensively, 
the  United  States  and  France,  have  turned  out  to  be 
the  main  champions  of  the  imperialist  pact  to  outlaw 
and  renounce  war  as  an  instrument  of  policy.  The  Kel- 
logg Peace  Pact  is  a Kellog-Briand  pact,  the  joint 
product  of  the  “peace”  efforts  of  America  and  France. 
This  “peace”  pact  fits  in  very  nicely,  with  the  war 
plans  of  these  powers  as  cover  and  screen  for  their 
war  preparations. 
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The  imperialist  powers  are  trying  to  find  a way  out 
of  the  crisis  by  new  wars  and  especially  military  inter- 
vention against  the  Soviet  Union.  Preparatory  to  mil- 
itary intervention,  the  imperialists  are  organizing  and 
carrying  on  economic  war  against  the  Soviet  Union.  This 
they  are  doing  by  urging  the  boycott  of  Soviet  goods  and 
the  stoppage  of  the  import  of  machinery  into  the  Soviet 
Union  to  disrupt  the  Five-Year  Plan  of  Socialist  Con- 
struction. The  Hoover  government  is  playing  a leading 
role  in  this  preparation  for  military  intervention. 

Soviet  “dumping”  and  similar  lies  are  supposed  to 
be  the  basis  for  the  economic  war  against  the  Soviet 
Union.  The  Soviet  government  succeeded  in  explod- 
ing this  lie  also,  and  very  effectively.  At  the  recent 
Conference  of  the  European  Union  Commission  of  the 
League  of  Nations,  held  in  Geneva,  comrade  Litvinov, 
representing  the  Soviet  Union,  proposed  “the  complete 
cessation  of  all  forms  of  economic  aggression.”  He 
had  challenged  the  capitalist  powers  to  sign  with  the 
Soviet  Union  a protocol  by  which: 

the  parties  undertake  not  to  adopt  in  their  relations 
with  each  other  any  discrimination  whatsoever  and 
regard  the  adoption  in  any  of  their  countries  of  a 
special  attitude  militating  against  the  interests  of 
one  or  any  of  the  countries  subscribing  to  this  proto- 
col as  incompatible  with  its  principles. 

This  was  the  Soviet  answer  to  the  capitalist  lies 
of  “dumping”  and  to  the  intervention  campaign  pre- 
pared by  the  scare  of  the  “Red  Trade  Menace.”  Cap- 
italism behaved  as  capitalism  should.  It  rejected  the 
offer  of  the  Soviet  Union  for  a pact  of  economic  non- 
aggression. Why?  Because  the  policy  of  capitalism 
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in  the  present  era  of  imperialism  and  decay  is  the  policy 
of  unrestrained  economic  warfare  leading  to  war  for 
the  monopolistic  exploitation  of  colonies.  Because  the 
present  policy  of  capitalism  to  the  Soviet  Union — the 
country  that  is  building  Socialism — is  the  policy  of  ir- 
reconcilable antagonism,  the  policy  of  military  inter- 
vention to  destroy  the  Socialist  system  which  has  come 
to  take  the  place  of  capitalism  all  over  the  world. 

Following  out  the  line  of  policy  proposed  by  Lit- 
vinov in  Geneva,  the  Soviet  delegation  to  the  Wheat 
Conference  in  London  offered  to  join  the  wheat-export- 
ing countries  in  the  working  out  of  a plan  for  the 
distribution  of  the  1931  wheat  harvest.  On  this  con- 
dition: “that  the  possible  methods  of  solving  this  im- 
portant question  must  not  however  lead  to  the  lowering 
of  the  standard  of  living  of  the  working  masses.”  This 
was  a very  clear  answer  to  the  charge  of  the  American 
imperialists  that  the  Soviet  Union  was  “dumping”  wheat. 
But  the  capitalists  did  not  accept  the  offer  of  the 
Soviet  Union.  The  most  militant  opponent  of  this  offer 
was  the  delegate  from  the  United  States,  who  declared 
that  the  U.  S.  will  not  join  in  any  international  wheat 
pool  whatever. 

Thus  become  revealed  the  contrasts  between  the 
peace  policy  of  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  war  policy 
of  the  capitalist  states.  Thus  it  becomes  more  evident 
that  the  capitalist  governments,  led  by  the  United 
States,  are  rushing  headlong  into  the  preparations  for 
military  intervention  in  the  Soviet  Union. 

To  hide  from  the  masses  the  very  acute  state  of 
imperialist  rivalries,  the  imminence  of  new  imperialist 
war,  and  in  the  first  instance  the  preparations  for  mil- 
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itary  intervention  in  the  Soviet  Union,  the  imperialist 
powers  are  preparing  for  another  disarmament  confer- 
ence, scheduled  to  take  place  in  1932. 

Whether  it  will  actuaully  take  place,  or  not,  is  not 
so  material  for  the  war-makers  and  interventionists. 
The  important  thing  for  them  is  to  be  able  to  tell  the 
masses  in  their  respective  countries  that  the  govern- 
ments are  working  for  peace  and  disarmament.  The 
servants  of  British  imperialism,  the  British  “Labor” 
government,  is  already  tryipg  to  “capitalize”  the  coming 
“disarmament”  conference  to  check  its  weakening  in- 
fluence among  the  masses.  Hoover,  too,  points  to  this 
Conference  as  proof  of  the  efforts  of  his  government 
for  “peace.”  Meanwhile,  they  are  increasing  armaments 
and  preparing  military  intervention  against  the  Soviet 
Union. 

It  is  a great  error  to  think  that  the  growing  danger 
of  war  among  the  imperialists  weakens  the  menace  of 
intervention  in  the  Soviet  Union.  The  exact  opposite 
is  the  truth.  The  sharper  the  imperialist  rivalries  be- 
come, the  more  menacing  becomes  the  danger  of  military 
intervention. 

The  XI  Plenary  Session  of  the  Executive  Committee 
of  the  Communist  International,  held  in  Moscow  in 
April,  1931,  stated  this  idea  in  the  following  words: 

The  growing  antagonism  of  interests  between  the 
imperialists  does  not  diminish  but,  on  the  contrary, 
increases  the  danger  of  a war  of  intervention  in  the 
Union  of  Socialist  Soviet  Republics. 

The  truth  of  this  is  demonstrated  by  every  im- 
portant event.  Consider,  for  example,  the  effect  of  the 
imperialist  rivalries  between  Britain  and  the  United 
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States  upon  the  danger  of  military  intervention  in  the 
Soviet  Union.  One  of  the  bones  of  contention  between 
the  two  imperialist  bandits  is  the  control  of  the  oil 
resources  and  markets  of  the  world.  The  American 
Oil  Trusts  and  the  British  Oil  Trusts  are  waging  a life 
and  death  struggle,  which  is  greatly  accelerating  the 
war  between  America  and  England. 

The  question  is:  does  this  imperialist  fight  between 
the  British  and  American  Oil  Trusts  diminish  or  in- 
crease the  danger  of  military  intervention  in  the  Soviet 
Union?  The  answer  is:  it  increases  the  danger.  Why? 
The  Soviet  Union  occupies  a tremendously  large  ter- 
ritory, one-sixth  of  the  earth.  It  contains  enormous 
resources  of  natural  wealth.  That  is  one  of  the  reasons 
why  Lenin  believed  that  the  Soviet  Union  has  within 
itself  all  that  is  necessary  for  the  building  up  of  a 
Socialist  society. 

Among  these  resources  of  natural  wealth  in  the  Sov- 
iet Union,  there  is  oil.  Its  sources  are  located  largely 
in  the  Caucasus.  The  Soviet  Union  is  today  the  second 
largest  producer  of  oil. 

Wouldn’t  this  fact  conjure  up  in  the  minds  of  the 
British  and  American  Oil  Trusts  some  “visions”  and  pos- 
sibilities? Here  they  are,  these  two  monopolist  robbers, 
scouring  every  nook  and  corner  of  the  globe  to  grab 
new  oil  sources.  They  fight  tooth  and  nail  for  every 
inch  of  old  and  new  oil  land.  Whereas  in  the  Soviet 
Union  there  are  enormous  reserves  of  oil  upon  which 
these  imperialist  bandits  cannot  lay  their  hands.  Isn’t 
that  exasperating?  It  is  more  than  that.  It  is  a con- 
stant temptation  for  each  of  these  to  try  to  seize  by 
intervention  the  Soviet  oil  sources,  and  in  this  way 
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strengthen  its  monopolistic  control  of  the  world’s  oil 
against  its  rival.  Or,  if  need  be,  to  share  it  partly  with 
its  rival.  This,  in  the  calculations  of  the  imperialists, 
would  constitute  a triple  gain.  It  would  enlarge  the 
volume  of  oil  under  imperialistic  control.  It  would 
cripple  the  building  of  Socialism  in  the  Soviet  Union. 
It  might  postpone  the  day  of  armed  conflict  between 
Britain  and  America  for  world  domination. 

The  above  is  no  mere  speculation.  At  the  trial  of 
the  counter-revolutionary  “Industrial  Party”  in  Moscow, 
last  winter,  the  following  was  revealed  from  the  direct 
testimony  of  the  accused.  England  would  support  the 
intervention  with  the  Navy.  In  what  way?  By  at- 
tacking the  Caucasus.  And  what  would  England  get 
for  it?  The  Caucasian  oil  wells,  at  least.  It  was  stated 
and  proven  at  the  trial  that  Deterding  and  Churchill 
have  made  such  arrangements  with  the  “Torgprom,” 
the  Paris  organization  of  the  former  Russian  capitalists, 
which  is  handling  the  preparations  for  intervention  with 
the  French  General  Staff.  Deterding,  the  head  of  the 
British  Oil  Trust,  undertook  to  finance  the  wrecking 
activities  of  the  “Industrial  Party”  which  was  the  agreed 
campaign  to  be  carried  out  within  the  Soviet  Union 
preliminary  to  military  intervention. 

The  American  Oil  Trust  was  apparently  left  out  in 
the  cold.  Hence,  the  decisive  efforts  of  the  Hoover 
government  to  become  the  leader  of  the  intervention 
against  the  Soviet  Union.  If  Soviet  oil  is  to  be  seized 
by  intervention,  we  will  do  the  seizing  and  get  the  oil 
— this  is  the  lesson  learned  by  the  American  imperialists 
from  the  trial  of  the  “Industrial  Party.” 

What  does  this  prove?  It  proves  that  the  growing 
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antagonism  of  interests  between  the  imperialists  does 
not  diminish,  but,  on  the  contrary,  increases  the  danger 
of  a war  of  intervention  in  the  Soviet  Union. 

Consider  also  the  effect  of  the  growing  antagonisms 
between  the  European  capitalist  powers  and  the  United 
States  on  the  danger  of  intervention.  Do  these  antagon- 
isms weaken  or  increase  the  danger?  They  increase. 
It  is  sufficient  to  mention  just  a few  facts.  One  of  the 
outstanding  issues  between  capitalism  in  Europe  and 
capitalism  in  the  United  States  is  the  demand  of  the 
European  capitalist  powers  for  the  cancellation  of  the 
war  debts.  For  years  American  imperialism  had  its 
face  set  sternly  against  any  proposition  of  even  reducing 
the  debt,  let  alone  cancellation.  But  lately  a change 
has  begun  to  take  place.  Its  coming  was  already  notice- 
able during  the  convention  of  the  International  Cham- 
ber of  Commerce  in  Washington.  It  has  now  taken 
the  shape  of  Hoover’s  proposal  for  a one-year  morato- 
rium on  the  payment  of  war  debts. 

What  do  these  moves  indicate?  At  the  convention 
of  the  International  Chamber  of  Commerce  the  Hoover 
group  was  exerting  itself  to  crystallize  an  international 
economic  boycott  of  the  capitalists  against  the  Soviet 
Union,  under  the  leadership  of  American  capitalism. 
The  weapon  of  war  debts  was  used  by  Hoover  to  bring 
the  European  capitalist  powers  to  accept  United  States, 
leadership  in  the  anti-Soviet  war.  Nothing,  apparently, 
materialized  at  the  Chamber  of  Commerce  Convention. 

Then  Hoover  makes  the  next  step.  He  proposes  a 
moratorium.  This  is  intended,  of  course,  to  stave  off 
the  workers  revolution  in  Germany  and  to  save  the 
heavy  investments  of  American  capitalism  in  that  coun- 
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try.  But  this  is  not  all.  It  is  an  effort  to  “soften’* 
and  dissipate  the  strengthening  opposition  of  European 
capitalism  to  American  capitalism  by  offering  to  bribe 
some  of  the  European  capitalist  powers,  thus  drawing 
them  into  the  Anti-Soviet  war  under  the  leadership  of 
American  capitalism. 

What  does  this  prove?  It  proves  that  the  growing 
antagonisms  between  American  and  European  capital- 
ism increase  the  danger  of  intervention  against  the 
Soviet  Union. 

Consider  next  the  effect  of  the  rivalries  between 
France  and  Germany  upon  the  danger  of  military  in- 
tervention. The  antagonisms  between  French  and  Ger- 
man capitalism  are  increasingly  growing  more  acute. 
This  gives  rise  to  various  developments  in  both  coun- 
tries. And  one  of  these  developments  is  the  tendency 
towards  rapprochamerit  between  the  two  countries  on 
the  basis  of  an  alliance  against  the  Soviet  Union,  an 
alliance  for  military  intervention.  Negotiations  for  this 
purpose  have  been  going  on  last  year  and  this  year  be- 
tween representatives  of  Big  Capital  in  France  and  Ger- 
many. There  are,  of  course,  great  obstacles  for  the 
consummation  of  such  an  alliance.  Nevertheless,  there 
are  powerful  capitalist  interests  in  both  countries  work- 
ing incessantly  for  a common  war  against  the  Soviet 
Union. 

This  proves  once  more  that  the  growing  antagonisms 
between  the  imperialists  increases  the  danger  of  a war 
of  intervention  against  the  Union  of  Soviet  Socialist 
Republics.  It  proves  that  whenever  the  contradictions 
of  interests  between  the  imperialists  reach . an  especi- 
ally acute  stage  the  attempt  is  made  to  try  to  solve 
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these  contradictions  at  the  expense  of  the  Soviet  Union. 
This  is  done  in  the  same  way  in  which  the  capitalists 
of  each  country  are  trying  to  solve  the  crisis  at  the  ex- 
pense of  the  toiling  masses  in  their  own  countries  and 
in  the  colonies. 

The  Antagonism  Between  Capitalism  and  Socialism 

Capitalism  and  Socialism  are  irreconciliable.  Social- 
ism has  come  to  take  the  place  of  capitalism  all  over 
the  world.  The  toiling  and  oppressed  masses  in  the 
capitalist  countries  and  in  the  colonies  are  fighting  for 
that  aim,  under  the  leadership  of  the  Communist  Par- 
ties, as  their  only  way  out  of  misery,  starvation  and 
war. 

Capitalism  sees  itself  deprived  of  one-sixth  of  the 
earth — the  territory,  of  the  Soviet  Union — in  which  it 
cannot  enslave  and  exploit.  Capitalism  finds  itself  me- 
naced by  the  Socialist  industrialization  of  the  Soviet 
Union  which  makes  it  possible  for  the  land  of  Socialism 
to  develop  its  economic  life  independently  of  the  tech- 
nique of  the  capitalist  countries.  Markets  are  becoming 
ever  more  restricted  because  of  the  crisis  and  the  im- 
poverishment of  the  masses.  The  imperialists  seek  to 
extricate  themselves  from  the  crisis  at  the  expense  of 
the  masses,  at  the  expense  of  their  competitors,  at  the 
expense  of  the  colonies  and  the  Soviet  Union.  This  leads 
to  a policy  of  unrestrained  Protection,  Tariff  Wars  and 
Dumping.  It  leads  to  an  intensified  imperialist  struggle 
for  world  domination  and  a redistribution  of  the  colo- 
nies. It  leads  to  increased  preparations  for  imperialist 
war  and  military  intervention  against  the  Soviet  Union. 

Capitalism  seeks  to  destroy  Socialism  in  the  Soviet 
Union  as  it  seeks  to  crush  the  working  class  movement 
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in  the  capitalist  countries,  as  it  is  waging  war  against 
the  rising  colonial  revolutions.  Capitalism  seeks  to  save 
itself  from  going  under  by  a concentrated  attack  against 
the  new  socialist  world. 

The  toiling  masses  see  the  contrast  between  capital- 
ism and  socialism  and  are  drawing  conclusions  for  re- 
volutionary struggle  against  capitalism.  Crisis,  hunger, 
unemployment  and  capitalist  dictatorship  in  the  cap- 
italist world.  Growth  of  economic  life,  improvement 
in  the  conditions  of  the  masses,  no  unemployment  and 
the  dictatorship  of  the  working  class  in  the  socialist 
world.  The  masses  see  this  contrast  and  decide,  in  ever 
increasing  numbers,  to  fight  against  the  capitalist  dic- 
tatorship, which  is  called  bourgeois  democracy,  and  for 
the  Proletarian  Dictatorship,  which  is  real  working  class 
democracy. 

The  capitalist  class  sees  and  feels  the  menace  of 
the  growth  of  Socialism  and  decides  to  prepare  more 
intensively  for  military  intervention  in  the  Soviet  Union. 

American  capitalism  is  assuming  the  leadership  of 
the  imperialist  preparations  for  intervention.  To  bring 
this  about  is  the  job  of  Stimson  and  Mellon  now  abroad. 
Hoover’s  moratorium  of  war  debts  proposal  is  intended 
to  facilitate  the  war  and  intervention  mission  of  Stim- 
son and  Mellon. 

That  is  why  the  August  1 demonstrations  this  year 
are  of  such  tremendous  importance.  These  demonstra- 
tions must  be  made  powerful  and  strong.  They  must 
serve  notice  on  the  ruling  class  of  the  United  States 
that  the  toiling  masses  of  this  country  will  stand  by 
and  fight  for  their  Socialist  fatherland. 

The  danger  of  armed  intervention  against  the  Soviet 
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Union  has  become  a direct  menace  to  the  working  class 
of  the  whole  world.  The  increasing  danger  of  a new 
imperialist  war  is  increasing  the  danger  of  military 
intervention.  The  masses^ must  organize  and  rally  to 
the  banners  of  the  Communist  Party  for  the  revolution- 
ary fight  against  imperialist  war  and  military  inter- 
vention. 

Lenin’s  Teachings  on  How  To  Fight  Imperialist  War 

The  fight  against  imperialist  war  is  a fight  against 
capitalism 'which  produces  the  war.  It  is  a fight  for 
the  overthrow  of  the  rule  of  the  capitalist  class  and 
for  the  establishment  of  the  rule  of  the  working  class. 
Lenin’s  chief  message  on  the  fight  against  imperialist 
war  is:  turn  the  imperialist  war  into  a war  against 
imperialism;  transform  the  imperialist  war  into  civil 
war  against  capitalism  and  for  the  Dictatorship  of  the 
Proletariat. 

Defense  of  “country  and  fatherland,”  as  long  as 
the  capitalist  class  is  in  power,  means  to  sacrifice  the 
working  class  to  the  interests  of  the  capitalist  class. 
It  means  to  help  perpetuate  misery,  slavery  and  ex- 
ploitation. It  means  to  assist  the  capitalists  and  im- 
perialists to  save  capitalism. 

Only  with  the  overthrow  of  capitalist  rule  and  the 
establishment  of  working  class  rule  do  the  toiling  mas- 
ses acquire  a country  and  a fatherland.  Only  then 
does  it  become  the  duty  of  the  workers  and  exploited 
farmers  to  defend  and  protect  their  land  from  capital- 
ist and  imperialist  attacks. 

The  toiling  masses  of  the  United  States  today  have 
no  country  and  no  fatherland.  The  country  today  is 
Morgan’s  country,  Rockefeller’s,  Hoover’s.  It  is  the  coun- 
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tary  of  Big  Business.  It  is  the  fatherland  of  the  cap- 
italists and  imperialists.  A war  waged  by  the  United 
States,  regardless  of  the  official  aims,  is  a war  of  rob- 
bery and  oppression,  a war  of  the  capitalists  against 
the  exploited. 

In  order  to  make  the  United  States  the  country 
of  the  workers  and  of  the  exploited  farmers,  in  order 
to  make  it  the  fatherland  of  the  overwhelming  major- 
ity of  the  population,  capitalist  rule  must  be  overthrown 
and  working  rule  established  in  its  stead. 

In  a war  between  the  ruling  class  of  the  United 
States  and  any  other  imperialist  power,  England,  for 
instance,  the  best  interests  of  the  toiling  masses  of  the 
United  States  will  be  served  by  the  DEFEAT  of  Amer- 
ican capitalism.  Because  this  will  weaken  and  demor- 
alize the  capitalist  class  and  will  help  the  working  class 
to  establish  its  rule.  And  on  the  battlefields  of  such 
a war,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  workers  and  farmers  in  the 
American  army  to  fraternize  and  join  hands  with  the 
workers  and  farmers  in  the  British  army  for  the  over- 
throw of  both  imperialisms  and  for  the  establishment  of 
Soviet  governments  in  America  and  in  England. 

In  a war  of  the  imperialists  of  the  United  States 
against  an  oppressed  colonial  people  that  is  struggling 
for  liberation,  it  is  to  the  best  interests  of  the  toiling 
masses  of  the  United  States  to  work  for  the  DEFEAT 
of  the  American  ruling  class,  rendering  the  most  active 
support  to  the  revolutionary  anti-imperialist  forces  of 
the  colonial  people,  within  the  United  States  and  on 
the  battlefields.  Such  a war  the  imperialists  of  the 
United  States  are  carrying  on  at  the  present  time 
against  the  revolution  in  China,  where  large  territories 
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are  already  under  the  rule  of  the  workers  and  peasants 
organized  in  a Soviet  government.  Such  a war  United 
States  imperialism  is  carrying  on  against  the  people  in 
Nicaragua  that  are  fighting  against  marine  rule  and 
for  national  independence.  The  task  and  duty  of  the 
toiling  masses  in  the  United  States  is  to  fight  for  the 
victory  of  the  liberation  movements  in  the  colonial  coun- 
tries and  for  the  defeat  of  American  imperialism. 

In  the  war  which  American  imperialism  is  preparing 
against  the  Soviet  Union,  the  interests  of  the  American 
workers  and  exploited  farmers  are  the  same  as  the 
interests  of  the  workers  and  peasants  of  the  Soviet 
Union.  These  interests  demand  the  victory  of  the  So- 
cialist Soviet  Union  and  the  defeat  of  the  capitalist 
United  States.  The  war  of  military  intervention  against 
the  Union  of  Soviet  Socialist  Republics,  which  is  being 
prepared  by  the  imperialists,  is  a war  of  Capitalism 
against  Socialism.  It  is  a CLASS  WAR  of  the  ex- 
ploiters against  the  exploited;  the  capitalists  against 
the  working  class;  the  imperialists  against  the  colonial 
peoples.  In  this  war  of  military  intervention  against 
the  Soviet  Union,  the  toiling  masses  of  the  United  States 
must  organize  to  struggle  for  the  Socialism  of  the 
Soviet  Union  and  against  the  capitalism  of  the  United 
States;  for  the  victory  of  the  Red  Army  which  is  fight- 
ing in  defense  of  Socialism  and  the  defeat  of  the  in- 
terventionist armies  which  are  fighting  for  imperialism 
and  capitalism. 

The  struggle  against  imperialist  war  and  military  in- 
tervention is  a struggle  against  capitalism  and  capitalist 
rule.  The  working  class  must  fight  with  all  its  power 
against  the  danger  of  war  and  military  intervention. 
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The  worker  and  exploited  farmers  must  organize  their 
forces  to  transform  the  imperialist  war  and  military 
intervention  into  a war  against  capitalism,  for  the  over- 
throw of  the  dictatorship  of  the.  capitalist  class  and 
for  the  establishment  of  a Workers’  and  Farmers’  gov- 
ernment in  the  United  States. 

Rally  to  the  Banners  of  the  Communist  Party 

Only  the  revolutionary  struggle  of  the  masses,  under 
the  leadership  of  the  Communist  Party,  can  postpone 
the  imperialist  slaughter  and  check  the  military  inter- 
vention against  the  Soviet  Union.  Let  us  remember 
that  one  of  the  most  important  reasons  why  the  im- 
minent imperialist  war  has  not  yet  broken  out,  and  that 
the  military  intervention  that  is  being  prepared  has  not 
yet  taken  place,  is  the  revolutionary  fight  of  the  toiling 
masses  for  the  defense  of  the  Soviet  Union  under  the 
leadership  of  the  Communist  International. 

The  XI  Plenary  session  of  the  Communist  Interna- 
tional, held  in  April  of  this  year  in  Moscow,  gave  the 
toiling  masses  ol  the  world  a fundamental  guide  to  ac- 
tion when  it  said: 

“That  the  work  of  the  Communist  International 
in  defense  of  the  Union  of  Socialist  Soviet  Repub- 
lics has  become  one  of  the  most  important  factors 
for  the  preservation  of  peace,  a factor  which  caused 
the  postponement  of  the  imperialist  slaughter.” 

It  is  the  fear  of  the  working  class  and  its  revolu- 
tionary organizations  that  holds  the  hand  of  the  im- 
perialists and  interventionists.  Therefore  the  masses 
must  join  the  revolutionary  struggles  against  war  and 
intervention.  The  masses  must  strengthen  their  revo- 
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lutionary  organizations  for  this  struggle.  This  means 
the  building  and  strengthening  of  the  revolutionary 
unions  organized  in  the  Trade  Union  Unity  League, 
and  the  building  and  strengthening  of  the  Communist 
Party  of  the  United  States. 

The  toiling  masses  cannot  fight  imperialist  war  and 
military  intervention  without  the  leadership  of  these 
revolutionary  working  class  organizations.  The  fight 
against  the  war  danger  and  military  intervention 
against  the  Soviet  Union  must  be  an  organized  fight. 
This  requires  incessant  everyday  activities  to  unmask 
the  hypocritical  pacifism  of  the  ruling  class  and  its 
war  preparations;  to  expose  systematically  the  secret 
war  machinations  of  the  imperialists  before  the  masses 
and  to  arouse  their  alertness  and  vigilance;  to  carry 
on  systematic  work  among  the  armed  forces  to  win 
them  over  to  the  side  of  the  toiling  masses  and  against 
the  imperialists;  to  be  prepared  and  organized  for  the 
carrying  out  of  all  these  activities  illegally,  when  the 
ruling  class  does  not  allow  it  to  be  done  legally. 

Only  the  Communist  Party — of  all  political  parties — 
is  committed  to  such  a program  of  work.  Therefore, 
the  way  to  strengthen  the  forces  of  the  workers  against 
imperialist  war  and  military  intervention  is  to  strengthen 
the  Communist  Party  and  to  follow  its  leadership. 

Let  us  recall  the  experiences  of  the  working  class 
in  the  war  of  1914-1918.  Because  of  the  betrayal  of  the 
reformist  Second  “Socialist”  International,  most  of  whose 
parties  joined  their  capitalists  in  the  imperialist  war, 
the  working  class  of  these  countries  remained  without 
organization  and  leadership  to  carry  on  a revolutionary 
fight  against  the  war.  Only  in  Russia  were  the  masses 
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able  to  continue  the  class  struggle  and  the  fight  against 
the  war,  which  led  them  eventually  to  the  victory  over 
capitalism  and  the  establishment  of  working  class  rule. 
And  why?  Because  they  had  the  Bolshevik  (Communist) 
Party,  which  prior  and  during  the  war,  incessantly  and 
everyday,  was  educating  and  organizing  the  masses  for 
the  struggle  against  imperialist  war.  The  followers  of 
the  Bolsheviks  in  the  other  capitalist  countries  (Lieb- 
knecht,  in  Germany,  etc.)  were  then  only  minorities 
within  the  reformist  and  opportunist  socialist  parties. 

Today  the  revolutionary  workers  throughout  the 
world  are  organized  in  Communist  Parties  wnich  are 
the  only  class  parties  of  the  workers.  There  is  the 
Communist  International  which  unites  all  these  parties 
into  a disciplined  world  organization  of  the  proletariat. 
T)dav  the  workers  in  each  country  have  the  organiza  - 
tion and  leadership  which  is  truly  proletarian  and  in- 
ternational. The  workers  therefore  must  join  and 
strengthen  the  Communist  Parties  in  order  to  build  up 
the  power  of  the  masses  for  an  effective  struggle 
against  war  and  intervention. 

The  masses  must  build  up  their  revolutionary  unions 
organized  in  the  Trade  Union  Unity  League.  These  are 
the  unions  of  class  struggle,  the  organizations  that  lead 
the  workers  in  the  fight  against  wage  cuts  and  starva- 
tion, as  the  National  Miners  Union  is  now  leading  the 
strike  of  the  miners.  Because  they  are  class  struggle 
unions  they  are  also  fighting  the  danger*  of  imperialist 
war  and  military  intervention  against  the  Soviet  Union. 

The  Friends  of  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  All-America 
Anti-Imperialist  League  are  two  non-party  organizations 
that  are  striving  to  organize  the  toiling  masses  in  the 
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United  States  for  a genuine  revolutionary  fight  against 
imperialism,  imperialist  war  and  for  the  defense  of  the 
Soviet  Union  Every  worker  must  belong  to  these  or- 
ganizations and  in  this  way  widen  and  strengthen  the 
forces  that  are  fighting  war  and  military  intervention. 

To  strengthen  the  front  of  revolutionary  struggle 
against  imperialist  war  and  military  intervention  we 
must  especially  devote  ourselves  to  cement  the  bonds 
of  solidarity  between  the  white  and  Negro  workers.  To 
fulfill  this  vital  revolutionary  task,  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  white  workers,  who  belong  to  the  oppressing  nation, 
to  fight  unreservedly  against  the  special  oppression  of 
the  Negro  masses  by  the  white  ruling  class;  to  fight 
without  mercy  against  lynchings  and  the  lynchers,  mob- 
ilizing the  most  powerful  mass  movement  to  save  the 
lives  of  the  9 Scottsboro  boys;  to  fight  for  complete 
equality  of  the  Negroes  including  the  right  of  separa- 
tion from  the  United  States  by  the  Negroes  of  the  Black 
Belt.  The  task  of  the  Negro  workers  is  to  urge  the 
utmost  solidarity  between  the  black  and  white  toiling 
masses  in  the  struggle  against  the  common  oppressor — 
the  white  ruling  class,  against  imperialist  war  and  mil- 
itary intervention. 

Above  all  must  we  understand  that  the  agents  of 
the  bosses  in  the  labor  movement — the  leaders  of  the 
American  Federation  of  Labor  and  the  Socialist  party 
of  America — are  at  present  the  mainstay  of  capitalist 
rule  in  the  United  States.  These  servants  of  capitalism 
parade  as  labor  leaders  in  order  to  break  up  and  betray 
the  workers  struggles.  These  reformists  and  social-fas- 
cists are  the  main  instigators  of  war  and  military  in- 
tervention against  the  Soviet  Union.  Woll  for  the  Am- 
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erican  Federation  of  Labor,  and  Hillquit  for  the  So- 
cialist party  are  working  hand  in  hand  with  Fish,  the 
Civic  Federation  and  the  capitalists  generally  to  de- 
fame and  slander  the  Soviet  Union  and  to  incite  the 
war  of  intervention. 

Especially  must  we  guard  against  the  “left”  labor 
fakers,  Muste  & Co.,  for  whom  the  Lovestone  and  Can- 
non renegades  are  paving  the  way  among  the  more 
radical  workers.  These  “left”  fakers,  assisted  by  the 
renegades  from  Communism,  are  doing  their  counter- 
revolutionary bit  against  the  Soviet  Union  by  trying 
to  hamper  the  growth  of  the  Trade  Union  Unity  League 
and  of  the  Communist  Party. 

Fight  against  the  labor  fakers — right  and  “left” — 
and  their  renegade  helpers.  Build  the  working  class 
revolutionary  movement.  Fight  against  the  imperialists 
that  are  preparing  military  intervention  in  the  Soviet 
Union. 
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CHAPTER  I 

Incredible  but  True 

¥ ENIN  called  Trotsky  Judas — and  cautioned  the  people 
•^repeatedly  to  beware  of  him.  Today  Trotsky  and  his  agents 
stand  exposed  before  the  whole  world.  They  stand  exposed 
and  branded  as  the  worst  Judases  the  world  has  ever  known.. 
Worse  than  our  own  Benedict  Arnold  who  betrayed  his  country- 
men at  a time  of  great  stress  and  crisis. 

Naturally  there  are  some  who  are  still  in  doubt.  And,  natur- 
ally again,  Trotsky ite  agents  seek  to  exploit  these  doubts  to» 
confuse  some  people  and,  under  cover  of  confusion,  to  pro- 
mote Trotsky’s  horrible  conspiracies. 

It  is  incredible,  some  people  say,  that  Trotsky  and  hisv 
agents  should  have  gone  so  far.  Conspiring  with  Hitler  and 
Japan  to  dismember  the  Soviet  Union,  to  destroy  its  socialist 
system,  to  restore  capitalism,  to  carry  on  espionage  for  the 
fascist  powers,  to  engage  in  wrecking  activities  which  cost 
the  lives  of  many  workers,  to  plan  assassination  of  Soviet 
leaders,  actually  to  help  the  fascist  aggressors,  especially  Hitler 
Germany  and  military-fascist  Japan,  to  begin  the  world  war 
for  which  these  powers  are  openly  and  brazenly  preparing.. 

Incredible,  say  the  doubters.  Yet  most  of  these  same  people 
cannot  help  but  agree  that  it  is  true  none  the  less.  Trotsky 
and  his  agents  have  been  actually  proven  guilty  of  all  these 
unspeakable  crimes.  Proven  guilty  in  open  court,  the  highest 
court  of  the  Soviet  Union,  in  the  presence  of  numerous 
foreign  diplomats  and  correspondents. 

The  thing  is  not  incredible  at  all  for  those  who  are  familiar 
with  the  development  of  Trotsky  and  Trotskyism.  And  it  will 
cease  to  appear  incredible  to  all  sincere  persons  once  they  learn 
something  of  these  developments.  We  shall  come  to  these  later 
on. 

For  the  moment  suffice  it  to  say  that  just  as  the  Americana 

3 


revolution  had  its  Benedict  Arnold  and  Aaron  Burr,  and  just 
as  our  period  of  the  Civil  War  had  John  Wilkes  Booth, 
the  assassin  of  Lincoln,  so  the  Soviet  Union  is  having  its 
Trotsky,  Zinoviev,  Piatakov  and  the  others.  The  Soviet  Union 
has  all  these  traitors  as  we  had  ours,  but  with  a difference. 
And  the  difference  is  this:  The  socialist  revolution,  which 
gave  birth  to  the  Soviet  Union,  goes  much  deeper 
than  our  revolution  did.  It  builds  for  the  establishment  of  a 
classless  society.  Hence  it  affects  the  interests  of  both  friend 
and  enemy  much  more  vitally.  Hence  its  defeated  enemies 
carry  on  their  resistance  longer  and  resort  to  more  horrible 
means.  Hence  its  traitors  are  more  horrible  and  detestable  and 
the  consequences  of  their  treason  reach  out  far  beyond  the 
confines  of  the  Soviet  Union. 

The  actions  of  the  Trotsky  traitors  are  therefore  a menace 
to  all  of  us,  to  all  progressive  mankind. 

Read  the  proceedings  of  the  January  trial:  the  confessions  of 
the  accused,  the  testimony  of  witnesses,  the  letters  of 
Trotsky,  other  documents,  the  examination  of  accused  and 
witnesses,  and  the  summary  speech  by  the  prosecutor.  The 
truth  is  there.  And  it  is  this  truth  that  exposes  and  condemns 
the  Trotskyites  as  agents  and  partners  of  fascism,  as  enemies 
of  the  people. 

The  conspiratorial  machine  shapes  up  like  this:  Piatakov, 
Serebriakov,  Radek  and  Sokolnikov  functioned  as  a secret 
leading  committee  known  as  the  Trotskyite  “Parallel  Center”. 
This  committee  worked  side  by  side  with  the  “United  Trotsky- 
Zinoviev”  terrorist  center,  tried  and  condemned  in  August,' 
1936.  Under  this  “Parallel  Center”  of  Piatakov  and  Co.  worked 
another  group  of  old-time  and  well-known  Trotskyites:  Mura- 
lov,  Boguslavsky,  Drobnis  and  Livshitz.  And  with  them 
operated  a group  of  spies  and  agents  of  the  fascist  intelligence 
services:  Rataichak,  Stroilov,  Grasche. 

When  asked  by  the  prosecutor:  “Were  the  members  of  your 
organization  connected  with  foreign  intelligence  services?” 
Piatakov  answered:  “Yes,  they  were.  It  is  necessary  to  return 
to  the  line  of  Trotsky  in  order  to  make  it  clearer.” 
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In  the  course  of  the  examination,  that  line  became  very 
clear.  It  called  for  acts  of  wreckage  and  terrorism.  It  called  for 
treason  to  the  Soviet  Union  and  to  socialism. 

Speaking  of  Trotsky’s  instructions  to  the  “Parallel  Center”, 
given  in  the  middle  of  1934,  Piatakov  admitted: 

“I  must  state  that  the  instructions  with  regard  to  wrecking  met 
with  rather  serious  resistance  among  the  followers  of  Trotsky, 
arousing  perplexity  and  dissatisfaction.  We  informed  Trotsky  of 
the  existence  of  such  sentiments.  But  Trotsky  replied  that  the 
instructions  regarding  wrecking  were  an  essential  and  integral 
part  of  his  policy  and  were  his  line.” 

In  December,  1935,  Piatakov  met  Trotsky  near  Oslo,  Nor- 
way. Trotsky  was  agitated  and  greatly  dissatisfied  with  the 
slow  manner  in  which  his  agents  were  operating,  especially  in 
the  matter  of  wrecking.  He  reproached  Piatakov  in  these  words: 
“You  canot  tear  yourselves  away  from  the  Stalinist  navel  cord; 
you  take  the  Stalinist  construction  for  socialist  construction.” 
Bitterly  and  sarcastically  Trotsky  hammered  at  Piatakov: 
“Socialism  cannot  be  built  in  one  country”;  “the  collapse  of 
the  Stalinist  state  is  absolutely  inevitable.” 

And  Trotsky  had  his  way.  The  “Parallel  Center”  proceeded 
to  organize  acts  of  wrecking  and  assassination.  Drobnis,  Mura- 
lov,  Boguslavsky  and  Livshitz  went  forth  as  the  “field  organ- 
izers” to  do  the  job:  in  the  Kuzbas,  the  Kemerovo  mines,  in 
the  Ukraine,  on  the  railroads,  in  the  chemical  industry.  By 
order  of  Piatakov,  Drobnis  was  shifted  from  Central  Asia  to 
Western  Siberia  to  concentrate  on  wrecking,  especially  to  in- 
jure the  defense  capacities  of  the  country.  Not  by  accident  did 
the  Trotskyite  plotters  pay  so  much  attention  to  Western 
Siberia.  As  is  seen  from  their  collaboration  with  the  agents  of 
the  Japanese  intelligence  service,  the  Trotskyites  were  plan- 
fully  aiding  the  war  preparations  of  the  Japanese  military- 
fascist  clique. 

Boguslavsky  too  was  operating  in  Western  Siberia,  being  a 
member  of  the  Novosibirsk  Trotskyite  center.  Muralov  in- 
spired and  directed  Boguslavsky,  who  was  engaged  in  spoiling 
locomotives  and  sabotaging  important  railway  construction. 
From  Muralov,  Boguslavsky  knew  that  several  Trotskyite 
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groups  were  operating  in  the  Kuzbas  to  organize  the  assassina- 
tion of  visiting  representatives  of  the  national  government, 
and  that  such  attempts  were  actually  organized  against  V.  M. 
Molotov,  chairman  of  the  Council  of  People’s  Commissars, 
and  L.  M.  Kaganovich,  People’s  Commissar  of  Railways. 

Another  carrier  of  the  “Trotsky  line”  was  Livshitz,  an  old 
Trotskyite  and  formerly  Vice-Commissar  of  Railroads.  He  had 
been  doing  his  best  to  wreck  the  railway  system.  And  in  addi- 
tion— espionage  work  for  the  Japanese  intelligence  service. 
He  turned  over  information  of  great  military  value  to  the 
Japanese  agents  through  Kniazev,  another  of  the  accused  on 
trial.  And  Kniazov  was  the  active  link  between  the  Trotskyites 
and  the  Japanese  intelligence  service.  Kniazev  confirmed  that 
for  a similar  job  the  Japanese  turned  over  to  Turck,  another 
accused,  35,000  rubles. 

The  victims  of  the  acts  of  wrecking  and  sabotage  of  the 
Trotskyite  gangs  were  many  dead  and  injured  workers.  It  was 
in  their  name  also  that  the  prosecutor  pressed  his  charges. 
Addressing  the  court  in  his  closing  speech,  Vyshinsky  said: 

“Not  I alone  am  accusing.  Alongside  me,  comrades  and  judges, 

I feel  that  here  stand  the  victims  of  these  crimes  and  of  these 
criminals — on  crutches,  crippled,  half-alive  and  possibly  utterly 
disabled — like  the  woman  switchman  Comrade  Nagovitsina  at  the 
Shustovo  station  . . . who  lost  both  legs  at  the  age  of  twenty  in 
preventing  the  collision  organized  by  these  very  people.” 

What  was  Trotsky  and  his  gang  trying  to  accomplish?  We 
will  let  Radek  relate  what  Trotsky  wrote  to  him.  Radek  said  in 
Court:  “I  had  three  letters  from  Trotsky:  April,  1934;  De- 
cember, 1935;  and  January,  1936.  In  the  1934  letter,  Trotsky 
raised  the  question  in  this  way.” 

And  then  Radek  goes  on: 

“The  advent  of  fascism  to  power  in  Germany  basically  changes 
the  whole  situation.  It  means  the  near  prospect  of  war.  War  is 
inevitable,  all  the  more  so  because  the  situation  in  the  Far  East 
is  becoming  strained.  Trotsky  did  not  doubt  that  this  war  would 
cause  the  defeat  of  the  Soviet  Union.  He  wrote  that  this  defeat 
would  create  real  conditions  for  the  bloc  to  come  to  power,  and  he 
drew  the  conclusion  from  this  that  the  bloc  was  interested  in 
sharpening  the  conflict.” 
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Thus  we  have  it  from  the  mouth  of  Radek,  and  on  the  basis 
of  a letter  by  Trotsky,  that  this  counter-revolutionary  gang, 
calling  itself  “a  bloc”,  was  not  only  speculating  on  the  defeat 
of  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  victory  of  fascism,  but  was  con- 
sciously working  towards  these  ends. 

“The  bloc”,  wrote  Trotsky,  “was  interested  in  sharpening  the 
conflict.”  Let  the  meaning  of  this  be  fully  understood:  Trotsky 
said  he  was  interested  in  hastening  the  coming  of  war  and  he 
was  further  interested  in  the  defeat  of  the  Soviet  Union  result- 
ing from  this  war. 

This  gave  Trotsky  the  basis  for  negotiation  and  collaboration 
with  the  representatives  of  Hitler  and  Japan,  since  both  of  these 
fascist  aggressors  are  interested  in  hastening  war  and  defeating 
the  Soviet  Union.  It  is  therefore  not  surprising  to  hear  Radek 
relate  further: 

“Trotsky  mentioned  in  the  letter  that  he  had  established  contacts 
with  a certain  Far  Eastern  country  and  a certain  middle  European 
country  and  had  openly  told  semi-official  circles  of  these  countries 
that  the  bloc  took  the  line  of  bargaining  with  them  and  was  pre- 
pared to  agree  to  considerable  concessions,  both  economic  and 
territorial.” 

Like  “practical  politicians”,  which  Radek  claimed  they  were, 
Trotsky  discussed  this  matter  more  specifically  with  Piatakov 
in  December,  1935,  near  Oslo,  Norway.  This  was  what  Piatakov 
related  in  Court: 

“Trotsky  told  me  he  had  negotiated  with  Rudolph  Hess,  deputy 
chairman  of  the  German  National-Socialist  Party.  Naturally  I 
cannot  say  whether  there  exists  a written  contract  or  simply  an 
agreement,  but  Trotsky  told  me  all  this  was  in  an  existing 
agreement  which,  of  course,  still  required  official  formulation 
through  several  other  persons  of  whom  I will  speak  in  the  secret 
session  of  the  Court.  It  amounts  to  the  following: 

“Firstly,  German  fascists  promise  the  Trotsky-Zinoviev  bloc  a 
favorable  attitude  and  their  support  if  the  bloc  achieves  power, 
both  during  the  war  and  before  the  war.” 

Did  Hess  promise  Trotsky  this  support  for  nothing?  No,  of 
course  not.  And  Piatakov  continues: 
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“But  the  fascists  receive  the  following  compensation  for  this. 

A generally  favorable  attitude  by  the  bloc  to  German  interests  and 
the  German  government  in  all  question  of  international  policy. 

“Certain  territorial  concessions.  This  was  called  ‘non-resistance 
to  Ukrainian  national  bourgeois  forces  in  the  case  of  their  attempt 
at  self  determination*.  This  means,  in  concealed  form,  what  Radek 
spoke  of  here  when  he  said  ‘If  the  Germans  set  up  their  Ukrainian 
government,  which,  of  course,  they  would  not  control  through  a 
German  governor-general  but  perhaps  through  a Hetman,  but  in 
any  case  Germans  would  self-determine  the  Ukraine’  and  the 
Trotsky-Zinoviev  bloc  would  in  any  case  not  oppose  this.  In  essence 
this  meant  the  dismemberment  of  the  U.S.S.R. 

“The  next  point  in  the  agreement  dealt  with  the  form  in  which 
German  capital  would  get  a chance  to  exploit  the  resources  and 
raw  materials  of  the  U.S.S.R.  It  required  especially  gold  mines,  oil, 
manganese,  lumber,  apatite,  etc. 

“The  last  point  was:  in  case  of  military  attack,  it  would  be 
necessary  to  coordinate  the  disruptive  forces  of  the  Trotsky ite  organ- 
ization acting  within  the  country  with  external  forces  acting  under 
the  leadership  of  German  fascism.” 

For  these  unspeakable  treacheries  against  the.  progressive 
forces  of  the  world,  Trotsky  had  “justifying”  arguments.  Of 
course.  And  the  argument  that  must  have  been  most  con- 
vincing to  Piatakov  & Co.  was  probably  this. 

Trotsky  argues  with  Paitakov: 

“If  we  intended  to  come  to  power  at  all,  then  the  real  forces  in 
the  international  situation  were  primarily  the  fascists  and  we 
must  establish  contact  with  these  forces,  one  way  or  another.” 

“Practical  politicians”,  they  called,  themselves.  If  you  must 
get  power  in  the  Soviet  Union,  and  Trotsky  still  thinks  he 
must,  and  you  cannot  get  it  by  yourself,  then  you  must  have 
somebody  to  help  you.  According  to  Trotsky,  the  fascists 
could  help.  But — 

“Trotsky  immediately  pointed  out  that  this  favorable  attitude 
would  not  be  the  result  of  any  special  love  on  the  part  of  these 
governments  for  the  Trotsky-Zinoviev  bloc.  It  would  proceed  simply 
from  the  practical  interests  of  the  fascist  governments  and  from 
what  we  promise  to  do  for  them  if  we  received  power.” 

Thus  Piatakov  related  his  interview  with  Trotsky  near  Oslo. 
Sure,  there  is  little  love  lost  between  Hitler  and  Trotsky.  We 
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did  not  need  Goering  to  tell  us  that  Hitler  does  not  love  Trot- 
sky. It  was,  as  Trotsky  explained  to  Piatakov,  a “practical” 
proposition  of  give  and  take. 

Trotsky  did  not  overlook  Japan  either.  In  his  second  letter 
to  Radek,  December,  1935,  Trotsky  outlined  the  nature  of  the 
“concessions”  that  the  Trotsky-Zinoviev  bloc  would  make  to 
Japan.  These  included:  the  ceding  to  Japan  of  the  Soviet 
Maritime  provinces,  the  Amur  region,  and  a guarantee  sup- 
ply of  Soviet  oil  to  Japan  in  case  of  a Japanese- American  war. 

Upon  instructions  from  Trotsky,  Radek  and  Sokolnikov  con- 
ferred in  Moscow  with  diplomatic  representatives  of  Germany 
and  Japan,  confirming  Trotsky’s  “promises”  to  these  powers 
and  assuming  responsibility  for  them. 

Thus  unfolded  itself  at  the  trial  the  Trotsky  program,  and 
the  criminal  Trotskyite  deeds,  in  their  plot  to  become  the 
rulers,  to  secure  power,  in  the  Land  of  Soviets. 

Why  did  they  want  power?  What  kind  of  power  and  what 
sort  of  government  were  they  looking  for?  And  what  sort  of 
economic  system  would  they  establish? 

And  always  remember  that,  according  to  Trotsky,  the  present 
Soviet  government  is  not  a workers’  government,  that  the  social 
system  is  not  socialism,  and  that  in  general  socialism  is  im- 
possible in  one  country.  Plotting  the  overthrow  of  the  Soviet 
government  and  the  seizure  of  power,  Trotsky  was  also  out- 
lining to  his  confederates  the  system  which  he  was  going  to 
establish.  What  was  it?  Listen  to  Radek  testifying  in  Court: 

“Trotsky  considered  that  the  result  of  defeat  would  be  inevitable 
territorial  concessions,  and  he  definitely  mentioned  the  Ukraine. 
Secondly,  the  question  was  raised  of  partitioning  the  U.S.S.R. 
Thirdly,  from  the  economic  viewpoint,  he  envisaged  the  following 
results  of  defeat:  not  only  giving  out  as  concessions  the  industrial 
plants  important  for  the  imperialist  states,  but  also  handing  over, 
selling  to  capitalist  elements,  as  private  property  important  eco- 
nomic objects  which  they  would  indicate. 

Trotsky  foresaw  the  floating  of  joint  stock  concerns,  namely, 
admitting  foreign  capital  into  operation  of  factories  which  formely 
were  in  the  hands  of  the  Soviet  State. 

“In  the  sphere  of  agrarian  policy,  Trotsky  clearly  raised  the 
question  that  it  was  necessary  to  dissolve  the  collective  farms  and 
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advanced  the  idea  of  providing  tractors  and  other  complicated 
machinery  to  individual  farmers  and  of  restoring  a new  kulak  strata. 

“Finally,  the  question  was  openly  raised  about  the  necessity  of 
restoring  private  capital  in  the  towns.  It  was  clear  that  the  question 
at  issue  was  the  restoration  of  capitalism.” 

Thus  in  a letter  of  Trotsky  to  Radek  in  December,  1935. 
Trotsky  sought  power  to  restore  capitalism . Incredible?  Not 
at  all.  We  shall  show  later  how  this  was  the  inevitable  result 
of  the  entire  course  of  the  development  of  Trotskyism.  But, 
even  without  that,  every  unprejudiced  person  should  be  able 
to  see  that,  in  plotting  the  overthrow  of  the  Soviet  govern- 
ment, Trotsky  couldn’t  seek  anything  else  but  the  restoration  of 
capitalism. 

Consider:  in  his  own  writings  and  speeches  he  slanderously 
maintains  that  the  system  built  in  the  Soviet  Union  is  not 
socialism.  He  further  maintains,  openly  and  publicly,  that 
socialism  in  the  Soviet  Union  alone  is  impossible.  This  is  a 
fundamental  tenet  of  Trotskyism.  This  being  the  case,  it  takes 
little  reasoning  to  understand  that  Trotsky’s  plotting  for 
power  in  the  Soviet  Union  could  not  be  for  the  purposes  of 
building  or  maintaining  socialism.  And  if  it  is  not  socialism, 
because  this  is  excluded  by  Trotsky’s  theory  itself,  what  can 
it  be?  The  restoration  of  capitalism.  This  and  nothing  else. 
And  this  was  exactly  what  the  January  trial  disclosed  and 
proved. 

Trotsky  does  not  call  it  by  that  name.  Radek,  for  example, 
speaks  of  it  as  the  “inevitable  leveling  of  the  socialist  system 
of  the  U.S.S.R.  with  that  of  the  victorious  fascist  countries”. 
But  the  meaning  of  it  is  plain:  the  restoration  of  capitalism. 

This  being  the  aim  of  the  conspiracy,  Trotsky  also  had  to 
provide  a “suitable”  form  of  government  to  put  through  the 
scheme.  And  what  was  that?  Radek  relates  this  angle  as 
follows: 

“In  the  political  sphere,  a new  feature  of  this  letter  (Decem- 
ber, 1935),  was  how  the  question  of  power  was  to  be  raised. 
Trotsky  said  in  the  letter: 

“ ‘There  cannot  be  any  question  about  any  democracy.  The  work- 
ing class  has  lived  through  eighteen  years  of  the  revolution,  and 
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has  a tremendous  appetite,  but  it  is  necessary  to  bring  the  workers 
back,  in  part,  to  private  factories,  partly  to  government  factories, 
which  will  probably  be  in  condition  of  severest  competition  with 
private  capital.  This  means  that  a sharp  worsening  of  the  condi- 
tions of  the  working  class  will  take  place.  In  the  villages,  the 
struggle  of  the  poor  and  middle  peasants  will  begin  again.  And 
then  to  hold  power,  a strong  government  will  be  needed,  indepen- 
dently of  what  forms  it  will  have.’” 

This  must  have  been  strong  medicine  even  to  a Trotskyite 
like  Radek.  So,  to  sweeten  the  pill,  Trotsky  explained  to 
Radek  further: 

“If  you  want  historical  analogies,  said  Trotsky,  take  that  of 
Napoleon  I.  Napoleon’s  government  was  not  restoration;  the  restora- 
tion came  latter.  But  this  government  was  an  attempt  to  preserve 
the  chief  gains  of  the  revolution,  to  preserve  everything  possible 
from  the  revolution.” 

Incredible?  Hard  to  believe  that  Trotsky  would  think  of 
himself  as  another  Napoleon,  plotting  with  fascism  “to  pre- 
serve everything  possible  from  the  revolution”?  Not  at  all. 
Ten  years,  or  so,  ago,  Trotsky  declared  that  he  was  preparing 
himself  for  the  role  of  Clemenceau  (war  premier  of  France), 
to  save  the  Soviet  Union  when  the  enemy  was  at  the  gates  of 
Moscow.  And  for  this  he  had  to  overthrow  the  “Stalin  govern- 
ment” which,  according  to  himself,  was  leading  the  country 
to  defeat. 

The  present  Napoleon  scheme  of  Trotsky  is  a development 
and  variation  of  the  old  Clemenceau  scheme. 
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CHAPTER  II 


A Path  of  Treachery 

rr'ROTSKY,  Zinoviev,  Piatakov  and  Co.  are  “Old  Bolsheviks’', 
-*•  some  people  say.  They  are  the  “fathers”  of  the  Russian 
revolution,  it  is  claimed.  On  this  false  basis,  the 
question  is  asked:  How  is  it  possible  for  these  “founders”  of 
the  Soviet  system  to  try  to  betray  it,  and  to  join  for  this  pur- 
pose with  the  worst  enemies  of  socialism? 

Those  who  genuinely  ask  such  questions  apparently  do  not 
know  that  this  gang  of  counter-revolutionary  bandits  have  had 
a long  history,  that  their  transformation  into  allies  of  fascism 
is  no  sudden  or  overnight  affair.  They  were  moving  in  that 
direction  for  a long  time. 

State  Prosecutor  Vyshinsky,  in  his  summing  up  speech, 
stated  the  thing  very  clearly: 

“Like  a moving  picture  film  operated  backwards,  this  trial  has 
called  to  our  memory  and  has  shown  us  again  all  the  basic  stages 
of  the  historic  path  of  the  Trotskyites  and  of  Trotskyism  which 
spent  more  than  thirty  years  to  prepare  at  last  this  final  trans- 
formation into  the  storm  troops  of  fascism.” 

This  historic  path  of  Trotskyism  was  a path  of  struggle 
against  Lenin  and  Bolshevism,  a path  of  double-dealing  and 
treachery.  It  is  worse  than  ridiculous  therefore  to  speak  of 
Trotsky,  whom  Lenin  branded  as  a Judas,  and  of  his  agents, 
as  “Old  Bolsheviks”. 

Just  a few  high  lights  of  this  “historic  path  of  Trotskyism”: 
As  far  back  as  1904,  almost  33  years  ago,  Trotsky  started 
on  his  historic  path.  He  published  four  pamphlets  entitled: 
Our  Political  Tasks.  In  these  pamphlets  Trotsky  challenged 
Bolshevism.  He  denounced  and  slandered  the  Bolshevik  path 
to  victory  over  tsarism  and  capitalism  outlined  by  Lenin  and 
accepted  by  the  Bolsheviks.  He  had  the  brazenness  to  attack 
Lenin  as  “a  leader  of  the  reactionary  wing”  of  the  Party. 
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Between  1904  and  1911,  Lenin  and  Stalin  were  busy  training 
the  future  Bolsheviks  who  led  the  people  to  victory  over  the 
tsar  and  capitalism;  they  were  busy  organizing  the  working 
class  and  its  allies  in  daily  struggle  against  their  exploiters. 
Thus  they  have  built  the  Bolshevik  Party. 

What  was  Trotsky  doing?  Fighting  Lenin,  Stalin  and  the 
Bolsheviks,  organizing  combinations  of  all  sorts  of  oppor- 
tunists and  servants  of  capitalism  to  block  the  road  of  pro- 
letarian victory. 

In  1911-12  Trotsky  organizd  the  infamous  “August  Bloc”, 
the  prototype  of  the  latter  day  “Trotsky-Zinoviev  Bloc”.  The 
chief  aim  of  the  “August  Bloc”  was  to  fight  Lenin  and  the 
Bolshevik  policies.  And  who  were  the  people  that  went  into 
the  making  of  this  “August  Bloc”?  Mensheviks,  agents  of 
capitalism  in  the  labor  movement,  people  thrown  out  of  the 
ranks  of  the  Bolshevik  Party. 

Study  Lenin’s  writings  and  you  will  see  how  much  time 
and  energy  he  had  to  devote  to  unmasking  and  combatting 
Trotsky,  the  Judas.  Twenty  years  ago  Lenin  found  it  necessary 
to  warn  the  workers  against  Trotsky  in  these  words: 

“The  young  generation  of  workers  should  know  well  with  whom 
they  are  dealing.” 

Recalling  these  facts  of  the  Trotskyite  path  of  treachery, 
State  Prosecutor  Vyshinsky  asked: 

“Is  it  an  accident  that  the  Trotsky ites  were  finally  transformed 
into  a nest  and  hot-bed  of  degeneration  and  thermidorian  policy, 
as  Stalin  once  said?  Is  it  an  accident  that  Trotsky  who,  after  the 
Revolution  made  his  way  into  the  ranks  of  our  Party,  slipped  up 
and  adopted  a counter-revolutionary  Menshevik  position  and  was 
thrown  out  beyond  the  borders  of  our  state,  beyond  the  borders  of 
the  Soviet  Union?” 

By  this  time,  the  reader  should  be  in  a position  to  answer 
this  question  for  himself.  And  to  answer  the  correct  way,  the 
way  Vyshinsky  did. 

“It  is  not  an  accident  because  prior  to  the  October  Revolution  as 
well,  Trotsky  and  his  friends  fought  against  Lenin  and  Lenin’s  Party 
as  they  fight  now  against  Stalin  and  the  Party  of  Lenin  and  Stalin. 
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They  come  to  their  shameful  end  because  they  have  followed  this 
role  for  many  years,  have  sung  the  praises  of  capitalism  and  have 
lacked  faith  in  the  success  of  socialist  construction  and  in  the 
victory  of  socialism. 

“That  is  why  they  come  finally  to  develop  a program  of  capital- 
ist restoration.  That  is  why  they  proceeded  to  betray  and  sell  our 
native  land.” 

Trotsky  never  believed  in  the  possibility  of  socialism  in  the 
Soviet  Union.  He  always  claimed — and  that  can  be  found  in 
all  his  writings — that  in  a backward  agricultural  country  like 
old  Russia,  where  the  peasantry  was  predominant  and  the 
peasantry  could  not  be  won  to  support  the  socialist  revolution, 
socialism  was  impossible.  This  is  the  foundation  of  Trotskyism. 

Holding  such  views,  it  was  not  at  all  surprising  to  see 
Trotsky  propose  in  1922  that  the  industrial  plants  of  the 
Soviet  Union  be  mortgaged  to  private  capital  in  order  to 
secure  the  much  needed  credits  at  the  time.  In  fact,  Trotsky 
quite  freely  theorized  on  this  question.  He  declared — and  that 
again  is  a matter  of  public  record — that  the  Soviet  economy 
was  “more  and  more  fusing  with  capitalist  economy”,  that 
the  Soviet  Union  “would  all  the  time  be  under  the  control 
of  world  economy”. 

Recalling  these  incidents  of  the  “historic  path  of  Trotsky- 
ism”, Vyshinsky  recalls  the  answer  which  Stalin  had  given: 

“Capitalist  control,  said  Stalin,  means  political  control.  It  means 
the  destruction  of  the  political  independence  of  our  country  and 
the  adaptation  of  the  laws  of  our  country  to  the  interests  and 
tastes  of  international  capitalist  economy.” 

Trotsky  was  willing  to  accept  that.  Not  Stalin.  Not  the  Bol- 
sheviks. Stalin  made  that  quite  clear  at  the  time.  He  said: 

“If  it  is  a question  of  such  real  capitalist  control,  then  I must 
declare  that  such  control  does  not  exist  and  never  will  exist  here  as 
long  as  our  proletariat  is  alive  and  as  long  as  we  have  the  dic- 
tatorship of  the  proletariat  here.” 

Some  “clever”  writers  are  exhausting  their  ingenuity  in 
trying  to  construct  a “fight  for  power”  between  Stalin  and 
Trotsky  as  individuals.  It  is  not  that  at  all.  Trotsky  defames 
Stalin  and  plots  against  him,  organizes  terrorist  acts  against 
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Stalin,  “to  remove  him”,  using  the  conspiratorial  language  of 
the  Trotskyites,  because  Stalin  leads  in  the  building  of  social- 
ism, because  under  his  daily  guidance  socialism  in  the  Soviet 
Union  became  triumphantly  victorious. 

Yet,  if  it  will  help  some  people  to  understand  the  matter 
more  easily  by  looking  at  it  as  a struggle  between  two  indi- 
viduals for  power,  all  right,  let  us  grant  that  for  a moment. 
And  having  done  so,  we  must  ask:  And  what  are  these  indivi- 
duals fighting  about?  What  do  they  want  power  for  and  what 
do  they  propose  to  do  with  it?  This  is  a fair  question.  And 
when  you  try  to  answer  it,  where  do  you  get?  Exactly  where  we 
were  a while  ago.  You  discover  once  more  that  it  is  a fight  of 
a group  of  counter-revolutionists  and  allies  of  fascism,  led  by 
Trotsky,  against  the  Soviet  Union  and  its  socialist  system, 
headed  by  Stalin.  You  find  out  again  that  “Trotsky  fights 
Stalin”  because  Trotsky  seeks  the  restoration  of  capitalism  in 
the  Soviet  Union  which  Stalin  opposes,  which  he  has  opposed 
all  the  time  in  “his  fight  against  Trotsky”  and  Trotskyism. 

Yes,  some  people  say;  but  Trotsky  and  the  Trotskyites  are 
Socialists.  No,  is  the  answer.  They  are  not.  What  is  true  is  that 
they  say  they  are  Socialists.  But  so  does  Hitler.  His  fascist 
party  calls  itself  “The  National  German  Socialist  Workers' 
Party”.  And  what  does  that  prove? 

The  Russian  revolution  (and  not  only  the  Russian)  has 
many  examples  to  show  how  people  calling  themselves  “social- 
ists” were  in  reality  the  worst  enemies  of  socialism. 

There  were  the  “Socialist  Revolutionaries”  who  joined  with 
White  Guard  generals  and  foreign  intervention  to  defeat  the 
socialist  revolution  and  to  dismember  Russia.  There  were  the 
Mensheviks  who,  in  the  Ukraine  and  the  Caucasus,  called  upon 
the  Kaiser’s  Germany  and  upon  England  to  come  in  and  help 
destroy  the  socialist  revolution  and  to  establish  there  foreign 
imperialist  rule.  Trotsky  and  the  Trotskyites  are  following  a 
similar  path. 

Once  more  it  is  necessary  to  keep  in  mind  that  this  latest 
chain  of  treason  did  not  come  of  a sudden.  It  is  the  culminating 
point  of  the  historic  path  of  Trotskyism. 

15 


Already  more  than  ten  years  ago — ten  years — the  Trotsky- 
Zinoviev  combination  began  to  resort  to  open  crimes  against 
the  Soviet  government,  crimes  punishable  by  Soviet  criminal 
law.  The  so-called  “New  Opposition”,  headed  by  Trotsky,  Zi- 
noviev and  Kamenev,  and  participated  in  by  Piatakov,  Radek, 
Serebriakov,  Muralov,  Sokolnikov,  Drobnis  and  Boguslavsky, 
the  defendants  in  the  January  trial,  took  the  path  of  struggle 
against  the  Soviet  government  into  the  streets . They  tried  to 
organize  demonstrations  and  to  involve  the  masses  in  the 
fight.  And  it  was  not  their  fault  that  they  failed.  The  masses 
were  against  them. 

It  will  be  recalled  that  at  that  time  the  Soviet  government 
was  meeting  with  a number  of  difficulties  in  the  construction  of 
socialism.  The  Trotsky-Zinoviev  bloc  attempted  to  exploit  these 
difficulties  in  order  to  deliver  a blow  at  the  Soviet  government. 

In  1932,  also,  the  Soviet  government  was  struggling  to  over- 
come certain  difficulties,  and  the  Trotsky-Zinoviev  bloc  was  on 
the  job  again— waiting  for  difficulties  and  seizing  upon  them  to 
fight  the  Soviet  government  and  the  socialist  system. 

State  Prosecutor  Vyshinsky  summed  up  on  the  “socialist 
past”  of  these  criminals  in  a very  convincing  way.  He  said : 

“The  question  may  arise  in  some  minds — how  is  it  that  these 
people  who  fought  for  socialism  so  many  years  can  now  be  accused 
of  these  monstrous  crimes?  Perhaps  these  people  are  accused  of 
something  that  by  the  very  essence  of  their  whole  past  socialist 
revolutionary  Bolshevik  activity  they  cannot  be  accused  of? 

“I  answer  this  question.  We  accuse  these  gentlemen  of  being 
traitors  to  socialism.  We  motivate  this  accusation  not  only  by  what 
was  committed  (this  is  the  subject  of  the  accusation)  but  we  say 
the  history  of  their  downfall  began  long  before  they  organized 
the  so-called  ‘Parallel  Center’,  this  off -shoot  of  the  criminal  Trotsky- 
ist-Zinovievist  united  bloc. 

“The  organic  link  is  here  at  hand.  The  historic  link  is  here  at 
hand.  From  the  platform  of  1926,  from  anti-Soviet  street  demon- 
strations, illegal  printshops,  and  the  league  with  White  Guard 
officers  which  they  also  accepted  then,  to  destructive  work,  espion- 
age, terror  and  betrayal  of  the  fatherland — from  1932  to  1936  is  one 
step.  And  they  took  this  step.” 

They  took  this  step  and  became  the  allies  of  fascism,  plotters 
for  the  defeat  of  the  Soviet  Union  and  its  dismemberment, 
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collaborators  with  Hitler  Germany  and  military-fascist  Japan; 
terrorists,  assassins  and  wreckers. 

Some  still  maintain  that  if  Trotsky  did  come  to  assassina- 
tion and  individual  terror  as  a “method”  of  struggle  against 
the  Soviet  government,  he  must  have  come  to  it  all  of  a sudden 
and  at  the  last  minute.  But  this  too  is  not  so.  Vyshinsky  quoted 
at  the  trial  from  articles  in  the  Trotsky  Opposition  Bulletin , 
numbers  36  and  37  from  October,  1934,  such  statements  as  this: 

“It  would  be  childish  to  think  that  the  Stalinist  bureaucracy 
can  be  removed  with  the  help  of  the  Party  or  of  the  Soviet  Congress. 
There  are  not  left  any  normal  constitutional  ways  for  removing 
the  ruling  cliques.  They  can  be  forced  to  hand  over  power  to  the 
proletarian  vanguard  . . . only  by  force.” 

Never  mind  the  brazen  audacity  of  the  Trotskyites  calling 
themselves  “the  proletarian  vanguard”.  They  called  themselves 
Socialists,  also,  and  Communists.  The  important  thing  is  the 
open  call  to  force  and  violence  to  compel  the  Soviet  govern- 
ment “to  hand  over  power”  to  Trotsky  so  he  can  restore  capi- 
talism; the  open  call  to  force  “to  remove”  the  Stalinist 
leadership.  The  murder  of  Kirov  was  the  fruit  of  this  appeal. 
The  terroristic  conspiracies  exposed  at  the  August  and  Janu- 
ary trials  are  the  result  and  further  development  of  Trotsky’s 
call  in  1934  for  force  and  violence. 

Together  with  Trotsky,  Hearst  and  Lloyd  George  may  de- 
plore the  fact  that  there  are  in  the  Soviet  Union  “no  normal 
constitutional  ways”  for  overthrowing  the  Soviet  government, 
for  restoring  capitalism,  or  for  selling  out  the  territories  of 
the  Soviet  Union  to  German  fascism  and  to  military-fascist 
Japan.  All  honest  workers  and  sincere  progressives  will  say: 
thank  the  dictatorship  of  the  proletariat  that  there  are  “no 
normal”  and  easy  ways  of  attempting  to  destroy  the  Soviet 
Union.  Trotsky,  Hearst  and  Hitler  will  continue  to  miss  these 
“normal  ways”.  Progressive  and  genuinely  democratic  human- 
ity will  applaud  this  fact  in  the  full  realization  that  the  dic- 
tatorship of  the  proletariat  in  the  Soviet  Union,  embodied  in 
the  new  Stalinist  Constitution,  has  proven  most  effective  in 
building  socialism,  and  in  creating  a powerful  fortress  for 
peace  and  democracy  throughout  the  world. 
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CHAPTER  III 


Confessions  and  Objective  Evidence 

TTEARST  and  Trotsky  have  been  trying  hard  to  invalidate 
the  confessions  of  the  defendants  at  the  January  trial. 
Trotsky  and  Hearst,  and  some  others  who  trail  behind  them, 
have  been  talking  of  “torture”  by  the  “Gay-Pay-Oo”,  promises 
of  “leniency”  to  those  who  confessed,  “confession  gases”,  and 
what  not. 

The  reactionary  capitalist  press  in  this  country,  taking  its 
cue  from  the  Nazi  Minister  of  Propaganda,  Goebbels,  was 
using  all  the  tricks  of  corrupt  journalism  in  its  editorials  and 
comments  to  becloud  the  trial,  to  ridicule  it,  to  throw  sus- 
picion upon  its  genuineness. 

But  to  no  avail.  The  correspondents  of  these  papers,  who 
were  present  at  the  trial,  were  telling  in  their  dispatches  one 
thing,  while  the  editorials  and  comments  were  telling  a dif- 
ferent thing.  The  correspondents,  most  of  them  unfriendly  to 
the  Soviet  Union  and  highly  suspicious  of  it,  could  not  help 
but  be  impressed  with  the  truth.  They  heard  the  confessions 
and  testimony  of  defendants  and  witnesses,  they  saw  them  in 
Court,  they  listened  (no  doubt  very  critically)  to  the  examina- 
tion of  the  prosecutor  and  to  his  summing  up  speech,  and  the 
impression  they  carried  away  was:  it  was  genuine  and  real 
from  beginning  to  end.  And  this  was  what  they  wired  to  their 
newspapers. 

Very  revealing  was  the  reaction  of  Walter  Duranty  (Moscow 
correspondent  for  The  New  York  Times)  to  the  confession  of 
Radek.  Duranty  wrote: 

“It  is  a sad  and  dreadful  thing  to  see  your  friends  on  trial  for 
their  lives.  And  it  is  sadder  and  more  dreadful  to  hear  them  hang 
themselves  with  their  own  words.  . . . Radek  taught  me  so  much 
and  helped  me  so  often — how  could  I believe  him  guilty  until  I 
heard  him  say  so?  Stalin  himself  had  confidence  in  Radek  until 
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the  evidence  and  Radek’s  own  confession  made  doubt  impossible.*’ 

( The  New  York  Times , January  25.) 

Of  the  testimony  of  Piatakov,  Duranty  wired  that  it  “carried 
conviction  to  the  most  obdurate  hearers”.  Listening  to  this 
testimony,  a foreign  diplomat  told  Duranty:  “If  this  is  lying, 
then  I have  never  heard  the  truth.” 

Perhaps  the  opinion  of  Mauritz  Hallgren,  a leading  editorial 
writer  on  the  Baltimore  Sun  and  formerly  one  of  the  editors 
of  The  Nation , who  for  a while  was  doubtful  and  even 
joined  the  so-called  “American  Committee  for  the  Defense 
of  Leon  Trotsky”,  from  which  he  now  resigned — perhaps  the 
opinion  of  Hallgren  should  carry  even  more  weight.  And  this 
was  what  he  wrote  of  the  testimony  of  the  defendants  in  his 
letter  of  withdrawal  from  the  Trotsky  Committee: 

“The  very  unanimity  of  the  defendants,  far  from  proving  that 
this  trial  is  also  a ‘frame-up’,  appears  to  me  to  prove  directly  the 
contrary.  For  if  these  men  are  innocent,  then  certainly  at  least  one 
of  the  three  dozen,  knowing  that  he  faced  death  in  any  case, 
would  have  blurted  out  the  truth.  It  is  inconceivable  that  out  of  this 
great  number  of  defendants,  all  should  lie  when  lies  would  not  do 
one  of  them  any  good.  But  why  look  beyond  the  obvious  for  the 
truth,  why  seek  in  mysticism  or  in  dark  magic  for  facts  that  are 
before  one’s  very  nose?  Why  not  accept  the  plain  fact  that  the 
men  are  guilty?  And  this  fact,  if  accepted  with  regard  to  the  men 
now  on  trial,  must  also  be  accepted  with  regard  to  the  men  who 
were  executed  after  the  first  trial.”* 

Trotsky,  sitting  in  Mexico,  shouts  “frame-up”  through  the 
columns  of  the  Hearst  press  and  other  papers.  He  claims  to 
be  in  possession  of  “evidence”  that  would  show  him  to  be 
innocent.  Yet,  despite  the  fact  that  correspondents  of  numerous 
papers  are  at  his  service  to  broadcast  far  and  wide  his  testi- 
mony, he  has  not  yet  disclosed  any  of  his  “evidence”.  What  is 
he  waiting  for? 

All  fair-minded  people  expect  him  to  go  to  Moscow  and 
give  his  testimony  there.  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  Soviet 
Union  is  the  only  competent  tribunal  to  hear  and  judge 

* Why  I Resigned  from  the  Trotsky  Defense  Committee , p.  5,  Interna- 
tional Publishers,  New  York. 
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Trotsky.  Why  doesn’t  he  go  to  Moscow  and  face  the  Soviet 
Court? 

While  failing  to  disclose  anything  that  would  successfully 
contradict  the  evidence  at  the  Moscow  trial,  Trotsky  and  his 
agents  shout  for  “objective  evidence”.  The  declarations  and 
testimony  of  the  defendants  and  witnesses  are  not  enough 
for  them. 

State  Prosecutor  Vyshinsky,  in  his  summing  up  speech,  went 
into  the  question  of  objective  evidence  as  follows: 

“What  proofs  have  we  in  our  arsenal  from  the  viewpoint  of 
juridical  claims?  The  character  of  the  present  case  is  such  that 
specific  proofs  possible  in  the  case  are  determined  by  its  character. 
We  have  the  plot.  We  have  in  front  of  us  a group  of  people  who 
prepared  to  carry  out  a coup  d’etat.  The  question  can  be  placed 
as  follows:  You  speak  of  the  plot,  but  where  are  your  documents? 
You  speak  of  the  program,  but  where  is  this  program?  Do  these 
people  anywhere  possess  a written  program?  You  say  that  this  is 
an  organization  (they  call  themselves  a party),  but  where  are  their 
decisions,  and  the  material  proofs  of  this  plotting  activity — statutes, 
protocols,  seals,  etc.?” 

The  question  of  evidence  and  its  possible  nature  are  placed 
here  clearly.  And  what  is  the  answer?  Said  Vyshinsky: 

“I  take  the  liberty  to  affirm,  in  accordance  with  the  primary 
demands  of  the  science  of  criminal  law,  that  such  claims  cannot  be 
made  in  cases  of  plotting.  In  the  case  of  plotting  of  a coup  d’etat, 
it  cannot  be  demanded  that  the  matter  be  approached  from  a view- 
point such  as:  show  us  your  protocols,  decisions,  membership  cards 
and  number  of  membership  cards.  Yes,  we  have  a number  of  docu- 
ments with  regard  to  this.  But  even  had  we  not  possessed  that,  we 
would  have  all  the  same  considered  ourselves  in  the  right  to  make 
the  charge  on  the  basis  of  the  testimonies  and  declarations  of  the 
accused  and  witnesses,  and,  if  you  wish,  on  circumstantial  evidence.” 

Is  this  something  unheard  of?  Is  it  only  the  practice  of  the 
Soviet  Union  to  indict  and  convict  people,  in  cases  of  treason 
to  the  state,  only,  or  largely,  on  the  basis  of  the  confessions 
of  the  accused  themselves?  That’s  what  Hearst  and  Trotsky  say. 
The  truth  is  that  nearly  everywhere,  this  is  the  procedure,  the 
only  possible  procedure  in  most  instances  of  treasonable  plots. 
And  this  is  what  Trotsky  and  his  agents  are  accused  of. 
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The  Nation,  which  certainly  cannot  be  charged  with  “too 
much”  sympathy  for  the  Soviet  Union,  and  which  at  first  was 
rather  doubtful  about  many  angles  of  the  trial,  has  this  to  say: 

“Nor  is  there  anything  unusual,  even  outside  Russia,  in  basing  a 
conviction  upon  confessions.  In  both  English  and  American  law  all 
that  is  needed  to  prove  treason  is  two  witnesses  to  the  overt  act  or 
a confession  in  open  court.”  ( The  Nation , February  6.) 

All  that  is  needed  in  American  law  to  prove  treason  is  two 
witnesses  or,  if  there  are  no  witnesses,  a confession  in  open 
court . 

Let’s  remember  that.  And  let’s  also  remember  that  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  Soviet  Union  had  before  it:  confessions 
in  open  court,  and  witnesses  and  documents  and  an  overwhelm- 
ing mass  of  circumstantial  evidence . And  circumstantial  evi- 
dence, as  most  Americans  know,  is  in  most  cases  more  de- 
cisive for  proving  guilt  than  is  direct  evidence.  Experts  are 
agreed  on  that.  But  the  Soviet  Court  had  circumstantial  evi- 
dence and  objective  evidence.  Said  Vyshinsky: 

“I  spoke  of  the  program  and  I showed  you,  comrades  and  judges, 
Trotsky’s  Bulletin  in  which  he  printed  this  very  program.  But 
identification  here  will  be  much  easier  than  that  which  you  carried 
out  identifying  certain  persons  from  the  German  Intelligence  Ser- 
vice from  photographs.  We  are  basing  ourselves  on  a number  of 
proofs  which  in  our  hands  can  serve  to  verify  the  statements  of 
the  accused. 

“First  of  all,  there  are  the  historic  connections,  which  confirm  the 
thesis  of  the  prosecution,  on  the  basis  of  the  past  activities  of  the 
Trotskyites.” 

Recall  “the  historic  path  of  Trotskyism” — the  path  of 
treachery  to  the  people. 

“We  have  in  mind  further  the  testimonies  of  the  accused  which  in 
themselves  are  the  greatest  proof.  In  the  trial,  when  one  of  the 
proofs  was  the  testimony  of  the  accused  themselves,  we  did  not  re- 
strict ourselves  to  the  Court’s  hearing  only  statements  of  the 
accused:  we  used  all  the  means  possible  and  accessible  to  us  to 
verify  these  statements.” 

But,  if  one  should  still  contend  that  the  testimony  of  the 
accused  is  not  convincing  enough,  that  would  mean  that  the 
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defendants  were  accusing  each  other  falsely.  And  if  that  were 
so,  one  would  have  to  find  a reason  for  it.  Why  should  they 
have  accused  each  other  falsely?  What  could  they  gain  by  it? 

It  should  now  be  clear  to  every  fair-minded  person  that, 
following  the  execution  of  the  conspirators  of  the  first  trial 
in  August,  1936  (Zinoviev,  Kamenev  & Co.),  none  of  the 
defendants  at  the  second  trial  could  have  had  any  expectations 
of  securing  gain  or  advantage  by  falsely  accusing  the  other. 
The  only  reason  they  confessed  their  crime,  and  why  their 
testimony  agrees  on  the  whole,  is  because  they  were  guilty. 
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CHAPTER  nr 


Soviet  Democracy  Vindicated 

TF  TROTSKY,  Hearst,  Hitler  & Co.  had  any  ideas  that  the  ex- 

tension  and  development  of  Soviet  democracy  would  provide 
them  with  new  loopholes  and  wedges  for  successful  conspiracy 
against  the  Soviet  Union,  they  must  be  feeling  today  bitterly 
and  sadly  disappointed.  In  fact,  one  need  not  guess  about  it. 
They  show  this  bitter  disappointment  all  too  plainly. 

The  new  Soviet  Constitution — the  Stalin  Constitution — has 
been  rightly  hailed  by  the  toiling  masses  of  the  world  as  a 
blessing,  as  a triumph  of  progress  and  socialism,  as  a victory 
over  decaying  capitalism  which  produces  and  nurtures  fas- 
cism. But  what  did  that  mean?  It  meant,  among  many  other 
things,  that  fascism  and  the  agents  of  fascism  cannot  for  long 
live  in  the  Soviet  Union.  This  is  so  far  the  only  country  in  the 
world  where  fascism  cannot  thrive.  And  when  some  of  its 
agents  and  Trotskyite  collaborators  nevertheless  do  make  an 
attempt  to  operate,  they  meet  a quick  and  sure  end  as  soon 
as  they  are  discovered. 

This  can  only  bring  joy  to  the  hearts  of  the  workers,  all 
exploited  classes,  all  friends  of  progress  and  true  enemies  of 
fascism. 

How  many  times  have  we  heard  expressions  of  sincere  lamen- 
tation over  the  fact  that  if  only  a few  decisive  measures  against 
the  fascist  generals  in  Spain  had  been  taken  in  time , as  urged 
by  the  Communists,  how  much  blood  and  suffering  could  have 
been  spared  the  Spanish  people? 

And  in  Germany:  if  only  Social-Democracy  had  joined  with 
the  Communists  in  dealing  with  the  Hitler  gang  courageously 
and  decisively,  how  much  agony  would  have  been  spared  the 
German  people,  and  how  much  of  a safer  place  to  live  in  the 
world  would  be  today? 

Yet  some  of  these  same  people,  who  sincerely  lament  these 
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historic  failures,  seem  to  feel  a bit  uncertain  about  the  justi- 
fication for  the  drastic  measures  taken  by  the  Soviet  govern- 
ment against  the  Trotskyite  traitors  and  collaborators  of 
fascism.  To  these  we  must  say:  Why  do  you  refuse  to  learn 
from  experience?  Why  do  you  persist  in  repeating  the  same 
errors — criminal  errors,  such  costly  errors — over  and  over 
again? 

Certainly,  you  do  not  wish  to  encourage  fresh  Trotskyite  con- 
spiracies in  the  Soviet  Union?  Surely,  you  do  not  want  to 
embolden  Hitler  or  the  Japanese  military  clique  to  speculate 
on  disintegration  within  the  Soviet  Union  resulting  from  Trot- 
skyite conspiracies?  Because  to  encourage  such  hopes  in  the 
fascist  aggressors  means  to  speed  them  on  to  more  reckless 
provocations.  It  means  to  hasten  the  outbreak  of  war  which 
will  spare  no  country.  It  means  to  encourage  Hitler  to  try  in 
Czechoslovakia  what  he  is  doing  in  Spain. 

Do  you  want  all  that?  Of  course  not.  That  being  the  case, 
certain  practical  conclusions  have  to  be  drawn.  And  one  of 
them  is  this:  Make  Hitler , Japan , and  all  fascist  aggressors 
understand  that  conspiracies  with  Trotsky  and  the  Trotskyites 
do  not  work  in  the  Soviet  Union . That  was  what  the  Soviet 
government  has  done.  And  for  this  it  deserves  the  gratitude 
of  the  enemies  of  fascism  in  all  countries. 

Make  Hitler  and  the  other  war  aggressors  also  understand 
that  such  and  similar  conspiracies  will  not  work  in  other  coun- 
tries either.  This  is  what  Hitler  and  Mussolini  ought  to  be 
taught  in  Spain. 

And  progressive  people  everywhere  understand  that.  But 
not  so  the  leader  of  the  Socialist  Party  of  America,  Norman 
Thomas.  He  too  draws  conclusions  from  the  Moscow  trial. 
He  began  to  draw  them  even  before  the  trial  was  over.  And 
here  it  is: 

“Socialists  and  workers  generally  are  justified  in  seeing  in  this 
situation  the  natural  outgrowth  of  the  Communist  theory  which 
would  ruthlessly  sacrifice  the  individual  to  the  alleged  interests 
of  the  mass,  which  interest  of  the  mass  is  interpreted  in  terms  of 
the  revolutionary  group  able  to  get  and  keep  power,  a group  which 
permits  no  proper  channel  of  criticism  within  its  governmental 
organization.” 


24 


Never  mind  the  mendacity  of  Thomas  trying  to  speak  in  the 
name  of  all  Socialists  and  even  of  “workers  generally”.  The 
American  workers  have  not  forgotten,  nor  will  they  soon  for- 
get, Thomas’  campaign  to  elect  Landon  on  the  phoney  theory 
that  Landon  would  inject  some  iron  into  the  blood  of  American 
labor  so  it  will  fight  better.  So,  let’s  overlook  this  pontifical 
gesture  of  taking  everybody  under  Norman  Thomas’  fold. 
But  what  about  the  conclusion  itself?  It  is  purposely  written 
in  very  involved  terms  but  it  can  be  easily  deciphered.  And 
here  is  what  it  means: 

1.  The  building  of  socialism  in  the  Soviet  Union  is  not  in 
the  interests  of  the  masses.  It  is  only  an  “alleged”  interest, 
not  a true  one,  so  says  Thomas  the  “Socialist”, 

2.  The  Soviet  government  is  really  not  the  government  of 
the  people,  says  Thomas  again.  It  is  only  a “revolutionary 
group  able  to  get  and  keep  power” — a Stalin  group. 

3.  Soviet  democracy,  which  built  a socialist  society,  which 
is  today  the  strongest  bulwark  of  peace  and  progress,  whom 
the  Spanish  people  consider  the  greatest  blessing  in  their  hour 
of  need  and  stress,  this  Soviet  democracy  means  nothing  at  all 
to  the  “democracy  loving”  Thomas.  No,  says  Thomas,  it  is  no 
such  thing ; it  is  only  a group  in  power  which,  because  it  won’t 
give  the  Trot  sky -Hitler  combination  a free  hand  to  operate  in 
the  Soviet  Union , “permits  no  proper  channels  of  criticism 
within  its  governmental  organization”. 

This  is  no  mere  philosophizing,  rotten  as  it  is.  It  is  very 
actual  and  has  an  immediate  practical  purpose.  It  is  to  bolster 
up  the  astounding  statement  that  the  Trotsky-Hitler  conspiracy 
is  “ the  natural  outgrowth  of  the  Communist  theory ”.  These 
are  Thomas’  words.  They  will  be  found,  in  the  above  context, 
in  the  semi-Trotskyite  sheet  that  calls  itself  The  Socialist  Call , 
of  January  30,  1937.  It  means:  the  conspiracy  is  to  be  blamed 
not  on  the  conspirators  and  their  fascist  partners.  No,  says 
Thomas,  blame  it  on  the  Communist  theory  as  he,  Thomas, 
interprets  it. 

This  sort  of  conclusion  is  obviously  needed  by  Thomas  also 
to  justify  his  toleration  of  the  Trotsky ites  in  the  Socialist 
Party  and  his  membership  on  the  “Committee  for  the  Defense 
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of  Trotsky”.  But  fair-minded  people  and  true  Socialists  will 
want  an  answer  to  this  question: 

How  far  is  it  from  considering  the  Trotsky  conspiracy — which 
includes  the  murder  of  Kirov — “a  natural  outgrowth  of  Com- 
munist theory”  to  actually  justifying  the  Trotsky-fascist  con- 
spiracy? 

It  is  not  very  far.  One  may  lead  into  the  other. 


CHAPTER  V 


A Menace  to  Progressive  Mankind 

^I^ROTSKYISM  is  a menace  to  all  progressive  mankind. 

Trotsky’s  conspiracies  with  Rudolph  Hess — Hitler’s  deputy— 
and  with  the  Japanese  military-fascist  clique  are  a menace  to 
the  peace  of  the  world.  Trotsky’s  conspiracies  against  the  anti- 
fascist People’s  Front  movements  in  Spain  and  in  all  countries 
are  a menace  to  progress  and  peace.  They  are  direct  help  to 
fascism.  Trotskyite  conspiracies  within  labor  organizations 
are  a menace  to  the  much  needed  unity  of  labor  against  the 
economic  royalists. 

Labor  and  all  progressives  are  vitally  interested  in  stamping 
out  Trotskyism  wherever  it  raises  its  head. 

It  is  well  known  that  Trotsky’s  agents  in  Spain  are  helping 
the  fascists  to  undermine  the  People’s  Front  government  and  to 
destroy  it.  In  Spain,  as  in  the  Soviet  Union,  Trotskyites  are 
working  for  the  defeat  of  democracy  and  for  the  victory  of 
fascism. 

Under  cover  of  revolutionary-sounding  phrases,  Trotskyism 
in  Spain  is  in  fact  an  ally  of  Franco  and  Hitler.  Covering 
themselves  with  proposals  that  sound  “more  revolutionary” 
than  the  programs  of  the  Socialists  and  Communists,  the 
Trotskyites  in  Spain  seek  to  break  up  the  unity  of  labor  and 
of  the  people.  In  Spain,  as  in  the  Soviet  Union,  Trotsky  is 
exposed  as  an  ally  and  collaborator  of  bloody  fascism. 

Trotsky  in  Mexico,  where  he  now  resides,  is  playing  the  same 
reactionary  and  treacherous  role.  He  is  becoming  the  darling 
of  Mexican  reaction  and  fascism.  Listen  to  the  voice  of  Vicente 
Lombardo  Toledano,  a progressive  leader  of  Mexican  labor, 
the  head  of  the  Mexican  Confederation  of  Labor  which  went 
on  record  as  opposed  to  Trotsky’s  residence  in  Mexico.  Says 
Toledano: 
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“Trotskyism  preaches  a tactic  of  struggle  opposed  to  the  policy  of 
the  People’s  Front.  . . . Trotskyism  in  practice  is  equivalent  to  the 
policies  of  the  reactionaries  who  constantly  seek  to  divide  the  pro- 
letariat, to  confuse  the  people,  to  place  the  masses  in  opposition  to 
the  progressive  government,  in  order  that  they  may  prosper  from 
the  division  among  the  democratic  forces.  Quite  naturally,  there- 
fore, the  Mexican  Workers’  Confederation  does  not  want  Trotsky 
in  my  country.”  (New  Masses , February  2.) 

The  Mexican  workers  and  progressives  do  not  want  Trotsky 
in  Mexico  because  Trotsky  is  a traitor  and  an  enemy.  But  the 
reactionaries  do  want  Trotsky.  Says  Toledano: 

“Events  have  already  borne  out  the  correctness  of  our  judgment: 
conservative  sectors  of  opinion,  the  newspapers  of  the  bourgeoisie, 
the  reactionary  intellectuals  and  students,  and  those  small  groups 
of  workers  led  by  treacherous  leaders  have  applauded  Trotsky’s 
arrival  in  my  country.  Mexico’s  conservatives  have  never  defended 
the  right  of  asylum  until  today;  for  the  first  time,  they  now  speak 
of  respect  for  the  sacred  right  of  hospitality,  seal  of  pride  in 
our  gentlemanly  tradition.”  (Ibid.) 

Mexico’s  reactionaries  and  fascists  are  the  defenders  of 
Trotsky.  Why?  Because  Trotsky  works  for  their  cause. 

The  same  in  the  United  States.  Hearst  is  the  outstanding 
champion  of  Trotsky.  Hearst’s  press  is  becoming  Trotsky’s 
megaphone  to  wage  war  against  the  peace  movements  of  all 
countries,  against  the  anti-fascist  People’s  Front,  against  the 
Soviet  Union. 

The  American  labor  movement  also  has  some  bitter  experi- 
ences with  the  agents  of  Trotsky.  In  strikes,  Trotskyites  in- 
variably attack  the  unions  and  seek  to  disrupt  the  unity  of 
the  workers.  Recent  examples  of  such  treachery  are  found  in 
the  rubber  strike  in  Akron  and  in  the  great  victorious  strike 
of  the  maritime  workers. 

They  worm  their  way  into  the  Workers’  Alliance — the  organ- 
ization of  the  unemployed — and  carry  on  there  campaigns 
of  disruption  and  sabotage. 

They  have  entered  the  Socialist  Party  and,  through  their 
secret  groups  and  conspiratorial  actions,  are  trying  to  make 
it  a vehicle  for  their  treacherous  policies  against  labor,  against 
progress,  against  peace.  And  in  many  places  they  have  suc- 
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ceeded  only  too  well  because  of  the  tolerance  of  certain  leaders 
of  the  Socialist  Party. 

In  his  speech  to  the  people  of  New  York  at  Madison  Square 
Garden,  Earl  Browder  drew  attention  to  the  fact  that: 

“It  is  on  the  war  question,  above  all,  that  the  horrible  nature  of 
the  Trotskyite-fascist  alliance  stands  out  most  clearly.” 

Browder  called  to  the  attention  of  his  hearers  the  fact  that 
one  point  in  the  agreement  between  Trotsky  and  the  Japanese 
General  Staff  was  that  the  Trotskyites,  if  their  plot  to  over- 
throw the  Soviet  government  succeeds,  would  provide  the 
Japanese  with  oil  and  other  supplies  in  case  of  a Japanese 
war  against  the  United  States.  Browder  then  asked: 

“Is  there  anything  in  the  conduct  of  the  Trotskyites  in  our 
country  which  would  tend  to  contradict  this  agreement  of  their 
leader?  No,  on  the  contrary,  the  American  Trotskyites  could  not 
have  acted  differently  if  they  had  known  of  and  agreed  to  this 
policy.  For  several  years  now,  the  American  Trotskyites  have  been 
hammering  on  the  coming  war  between  the  United  States  and  Japan, 
in  order  to  demand,  first,  that  all  preparations  must  be  made  to 
insure  the  defeat  of  the  United  States  in  such  a war,  and  second, 
consequendy,  that  a fight  be  made  against  all  idea  of  mutual 
assistance  between  the  SovSet  Union  and  the  United  States.  Those 
are  exactly  the  things  that  would  be  required  by  Trotsky  of  his 
American  followers  in  order  to  carry  out  his  agreement  with  the 
Japanese  General  Staff.”* 

As  usual,  as  was  the  case  also  in  the  days  of  Lenin,  Trotsky- 
ism carried  out  deeds  of  treason  to  the  people  under  the  mask 
of  revolutionary  sounding  words.  “Left”  phrases — reactionary 
deeds — Lenin  used  to  say  of  Trotskyism.  Now,  too,  the  Amer- 
ican Trotskyites  are  preparing  to  work  for  the  victory  of  the 
Japanese  fascist-military  clique  in  the  event  of  a Japanese 
attack  upon  the  United  States — all  in  the  name  of  the  “revolu- 
tionary class  struggle”.  We  have  been  trying  to  unmask  this 
fraud  all  the  while.  Today,  however,  even  the  origin  of  this 


* Trotskyism  Against  If  orld  Peace , p.  10,  Workers  Library  Publishers, 
New  York. 
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fraud  has  become  known.  It  was  plotted  out  by  the  Japanese 
General  Staff  in  collaboration  with  Trotsky. 

Trotskyism,  like  its  ally,  fascism,  is  a menace  to  the  world. 
It  is  a menace  to  its  peace,  its  progress,  its  democracy.  It  is  a 
menace  to  labor  and  its  organizations  because  Trotskyism  is  the 
carrier  of  disruption  and  of  treason.  Where  Trotskyism  thrives 
the  unity  of  labor,  the  unity  of  the  people  against  fascism  and 
war,  are  always  in  danger. 

Drive  the  Trotsky ites  out  of  your  midst! 
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INTRODUCTION 


1 HE  STRUGGLE  for  Jewish  unity  in  America  stems  di- 
rectly from  the  needs  of  the  war  against  fascism.  It  is  condi- 
tioned by  these  needs  and  derives  its  main  strength  from  the 
determination  of  the  American  Jews  to  do  everything  neces- 
sary to  help  America  win  the  war,  to  hasten  the  victory  of  the 
United  Nations,  to  make  their  greatest  contribution  to  the 
destruction  of  fascism. 

This  does  not  mean  that  the  question  of  Jewish  unity  for 
victory  is  so  understood  by  all  Jews  or  even  by  all  those  who 
are  actively  supporting  the  struggle  for  Jewish  unity.  There 
are  forces  among  American  Jews  who  see  clearly  the  aims  of 
Jewish  unity.  And  these  are  precisely  the  forces  that  are  fight- 
ing most  consistently  for  it.  Others  do  not  see  the  matter  as 
clearly  and  therefore  demonstrate  less  consistency  in  the  strug- 
gle for  the  achievement  of  all-inclusive  Jewish  unity  for  vic- 
tory as  part  of  the  national  unity  of  the  American  people. 
Still  others,  even  though  a small  fraction  of  American  Jewry, 
violently  oppose  and  obstruct  the  achievement  of  full  Jewish 
unity.  Nevertheless  the  logic  of  the  war  and  the  needs  of  the 
Jewish  people  are  forcing  the  crystallization  in  the  United 
States  of  a strong  Jewish  unity  for  victory.  And  in  the  measure 
in  which  this  is  achieved  the  entire  front  of  national  unity  of 
the  American  people  in  support  of  the  Commander-in-Chief 
is  gaining  immeasurably. 

At  this  hour  there  is  no  need  of  proving  that  in  this  war 
there  is  at  stake  the  very  physical  existence  of  large  sections  of 
the  Jewish  people  all  over  the  world.  Moreover,  in  the  longer 
run,  the  question  of  victory  in  this  war  is  literally  the  question 
of  the  existence  of  the  Jewish  people  everywhere.  Consequently 
the  task  of  shortening  the  war  and  of  hastening  victory,  which 
is  today  the  major  question  for  all  freedom-loving  peoples,  is 
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particularly  crucial  for  the  Jewish  people.  Every  passing  day 
sees  the  physical  annihilation  of  large  numbers  of  Jews  in  the 
Hitler-occupied  territories.  It  is  for  this  reason  that  the  strug- 
gle for  Jewish  unity  is  fundamentally  a struggle  for  helping  to 
hasten  victory,  is  a struggle  to  help  save  the  Jewish  people 
from  physical  annihilation. 

Unfortunately,  this  fundamental  truth  is  not  yet  the  com- 
mon property  of  all  those  forces  in  Jewish  life  which  support 
and  fight  for  Jewish  unity.  Many  responsible  and  authoritative 
Jewish  leaders  in  the  United  States  still  continue  to  draw  a 
line  of  separation  between  the  task  of  saving  the  Jewish  people 
from  destruction  by  Hitlerism  and  the  so-called  “other”  task 
of  helping  to  win  the  war.  The  American  Jewish  Conference, 
held  in  New  York  City  August  29-September  1,  1943,  which 
represented  a relatively  high  degree  of  unity  among  American 
Jews,  and  which  created  an  Interim  Committee  to  carry  for- 
ward the  work  of  the  Conference,  has  demonstrated  this  funda- 
mental weakness.  It  has  not  made  the  winning  of  the  war  and 
the  Jewish  contribution  to  victory  its  central  and  major  theme, 
although  these  tasks  did  influence  and  condition  the  delibera- 
tions of  the  Conference. 

The  Conference  took  place  at  a time  when  the  possibilities 
for  winning  the  war  this  year  were  exceptionally  good;  while 
the  menace  to  the  physical  existence  of  large  sections  of  Jews 
in  Hitler-occupied  territories  was  never  as  great.  Under  these 
circumstances,  it  was  the  most  natural  thing  to  expect  that 
the  Conference  would  make  the  central  point  of  its  delibera- 
tions precisely  the  question  of  what  the  American  Jews  can 
contribute  to  the  American  national  unity  for  hastening  vic- 
tory over  Hitler.  It  should  have  urged,  as  do  large  numbers 
of  Americans,  the  immediate  opening  of  a second  front  and  the 
strengthening  of  the  anti-Hitler  coalition.  It  should  have  done 
so  not  only  on  patriotic  grounds,  but  also  because  it  was  so 
much  concerned,  and  justly  so,  with  the  fate  of  the  Jewish 
captives  of  Hitler  and  with  a burning  desire  to  do  something 
to  help  save  them. 

This  latter  question  occupied  very  much  of  the  attention 
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of  the  Conference,  and  a program  of  immediate  action  was 
adopted,  looking  toward  saving  as  many  Jews  as  possible  in 
the  European  countries  from  Hitlerism.  Which  is  all  to  the 
good.  But  the  main  question  was  not  tackled— the  question  of 
hastening  victory*  of  unifying  and  increasing  the  contribu- 
tions of  American  Jewry  to  victory. 

The  emergence  of  the  American  Jewish  Conference  was  and 
is  an  important  event  in  the  life  of  the  American  Jews  as 
well  as  in  the  life  of  the  American  people  as  a whole.  The  Con- 
ference undoubtedly  represents  an  important  and  significant 
step,  one  more  step,  on  the  road  to  Jewish  unity  for  victory. 
And  the  fact  that  the  Conference  has  elected  an  Interim 
Committee  to  carry  out  its  resolutions,  to  continue  its  work 
and  to  prepare  for  a second  session  of  the  Conference  within 
the  next  twelve  months— all  these  things  offer  certain  guaran- 
tees that  the  movement  for  Jewish  unity  and  its  effectiveness 
will  incrase.  Yet  the  fact  remains  that  the  American  Jewish 
Conference  has  not  yet  become  the  leading  center  and  unifying 
force  for  American  Jews  in  their  efforts  to  make  their  contribu- 
tion to  American  national  unity  and  to  victory  in  the  war. 

This  can  be  seen  also  from  another  fact  of  importance.  The 
Conference  was  naturally  very  much  concerned  with  the  grow- 
ing menace  of  anti-Semitism.  It  understood  full  well  that  anti- 
Semitism  is  a menace  not  only  to  the  Jews  but  to  the  Ameri- 
can people  as  a whole.  It  knew,  even  though  it  didn’t  say  so 
clearly  enough,  that  anj:i-Semitism  is  one  of  the  main  weapons 
of  the  defeatists  and  appeasers  and  pro-fascists.  In  these  cir- 
cumstances, it  might  have  been  expected  that  the  Conference 
would  assume  the  initiative  in  mobilizing  the  American  Jews, 
in  unity  with  all  patriotic  Americans,  in  a struggle  against 
anti-Semitism  in  the  United  States.  Unfortunately  this  was  not 
done.  And  this  is  today  another  serious  weakness  of  the  unity 
movement  among  the  Jews  in  the  United  States. 

True,  the  Conference  did  adopt  a declaration  against  anti- 
Semitism  and  pledged  itself  to  work  for  the  outlawing  of  anti- 
Semitism  all  over  the  world  after  the  war.  Which  is  good  as 
far  as  it  goes.  But  here  again  we  see  the  peculiar  separation  of 
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so-called  post-war  aims  from  the  immediate  practical  tasks  of 
winning  the  war,  of  fighting  for  national  unity  and  hence  of 
fighting  against  anti-Semitism  now  and  for  doing  so  precisely 
as  a means  of  strengthening  the  capacity  of  the  American  peo- 
ple for  winning  the  war  and  for  hastening  victory. 

It  is  being  maintained  in  certain  quarters  that  the  main 
trouble  with  the  American  Jewish  Conference  is  its  preoccupa- 
tion with  Palestine  and  its  domination  by  Zionists.  This  con- 
tention is  being  exploited  by  the  enemies  of  Jewish  unity  to 
oppose  the  movement  for  Jewish  unity  itself  and  to  obstruct 
the  Conference.  The  truth  of  the  matter  is  that  this  preoccu- 
pation of  the  Conference  with  the  Jewish  Yishuv*  in  Palestine 
and  the  leading  role  of  Zionists  in  the  Conference  are  by  no 
means  incompatible  with  the  achievement  of  full  and  all-in- 
clusive Jewish  unity  for  victory  over  fascism.  The  trouble  with 
the  Conference  was  not  its  interest  in  the  affairs  and  future  of 
the  Yishuv  in  Palestine  but  its  failure  to  adopt  a program  on 
the  question  which  could  be  supported  by  all  American  Jews, 
Zionists  and  non-Zionists  alike. 

Such  a program  exists  in  the  attitude  of  the  overwhelming 
majority  of  American  Jews.  It  is  the  attitude  of  supporting 
the  Palestine  Jews  in  their  just  demands  for  larger  and  more 
effective  participation  on  the  battlefields  against  the  common 
enemy  and  for  a more  effective  mobilization  of  all  the  eco- 
nomic and  industrial  resources  of  the  Yishuv  for  the  purposes 
of  helping  to  win  the  war.  It  is  the  attitude  which  is  ready  to 
help  the  Palestinian  Jews  to  build  and  develop  their  commu- 
nity, in  friendship  and  collaboration  with  the  Arabs,  as  a 
free  and  organized  national  community. 

Here  again,  the  Conference  was  inclined  to  concentrate  on 
post-war  relationships  in  isolation  from  the  present  and  most 
burning  needs  of  the  Jewish  Yishuv  in  Palestine. 

The  coming  into  existence  of  the  American  Jewish  Confer- 
ence and  of  the  Interim  Committee  created  by  it  has  intro- 
duced a new  factor  of  great  importance  in  American  Jewish 
life.  An  organ  has  been  created  through  which  all-inclusive 

* The  Jewish  community  in  Palestine. 
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Jewish  unity  against  fascism  can  be  developed  and  eventually 
achieved.  An  organized  Jewish  body  has  come  into  life  which 
speaks  in  the  name  of  the  American  Jews  with  considerable 
authority  and  which  is  recognized  as  the  Jewish  spokesman 
by  large  numbers  of  American  Jews.  Yet  the  fact  remains  that 
Jewish  labor,  especially  the  Jewish  workers  organized  in  trade 
unions,  are  not  yet  represented  in  the  American  Jewish  Con- 
ference to  any  adequate  degree. 

The  Labor  Zionists  undoubtedly  represent  a certain  section 
of  the  Jewish  workers  in  America.  But  it  is  very  insignificant 
in  numbers.  It  would  therefore  be  absurd  to  claim  that  the 
presence  of  the  Labor  Zionists  at  the  Conference  assures  rep- 
resentation to  Jewish  labor.  It  would  be  equally  absurd  to 
insist,  as  some  do,  that  the  presence  at  the  Conference  of  a 
delegation  from  the  Jewish  Labor  Committee  brought  the 
Jewish  workers  into  the  Conference. 

This  we  say  on  two  grounds.  First,  because  the  Jewish  Labor 
Committee,  dominated  as  it  is  by  the  anti-unity  forces  grouped 
around  the  Jewish  Daily  Forward , does  not  express  the  atti- 
tudes and  positions  of  the  broad  masses  of  Jewish  labor  in  the 
United  States.  The  Jewish  Labor  Committee  went  to  the  Con- 
ference reluctantly,  after  it  had  tried  to  prevent  the  coming 
of  the  Conference  into  existence,  pushed  by  the  pressure  of  the 
masses  from  below.  And  it  went  into  the  Conference  with  the 
evident  intention  of  sabotaging  and  destroying  it  from  within 
as  well  as  from  without.  Second,  the  Jewish  Labor  Committee 
agreed  to  participate  in  the  Conference  only  in  limited  num- 
bers, in  the  capacity  of  observers,  more  or  less,  and  without 
assuming  any  responsibility  for  the  work  and  future  of  the 
Conference.  The  Jewish  Labor  Committee  imposed  upon  its 
affiliates  the  policy  of  boycotting  the  local  elections  to  the 
Conference,  which  were  the  chief  means  of  insuring  direct 
representation  at  the  Conference  to  wide  masses.  The  result 
of  this  policy  was  to  exclude  from  participation  at  the  Con- 
ference the  bulk  of  the  Jewish  workers  whose  organizations 
are  affiliated  to  the  Jewish  Labor  Committee. 

But  this  is  not  all.  Within  the  electoral  machinery  of  the 
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Conference  itself,  there  was  operating  another  group  of  anti- 
unity forces,  the  group  represented  by  the  Zionist  leader  Louis 
Lipsky  and  by  such  Labor  Zionists  as  Segal  and  Greenberg. 
This  group  made  full  use  of  its  positions  in  the  electoral 
machinery  of  the  Conference  to  exclude  from  it  large  num- 
bers of  Jewish  labor  and  people’s  organizations  which  are  nol 
affiliated  to  the  Jewish  Labor  Committee  and  which  have 
demonstrated,  through  a period  of  time,  their  consistency  and 
devotion  to  the  cause  of  Jewish  people’s  unity  for  victory. 
Among  these  are  such  known  Jewish  anti-fascist  organizations 
as  the  Jewish  People’s  Committee,  to  which  are  affiliated  im- 
portant trade  unions  embracing  large  numbers  of  Jewish 
workers  (the  International  Furriers’  Union  and  many  others). 
Among  these  organizations  is  the  Jewish  Section  of  the  Inter- 
national Workers  Order  and  a large  number  of  Jewish  cultural 
and  people’s  organizations. 

Thus  Jewish  labor  was  practically  kept  out  of  the  Confer- 
ence by  the  combined  efforts  of  the  anti-unity  forces  in. the 
Jewish  Labor  Committee  and  among  the  Zionists  and  Labor 
Zionists. 

This  constitutes  the  fundamental  weakness  of  the  Confer- 
ence to  date.  Most  of  its  other  weaknesses,  discussed  above, 
derive  primarily  from  the  fact  that  the  voice  of  Jewish  labor, 
especially  of  the  most  consistent  adherents  of  unity  and  of  the 
best  fighters  against  fascism  and  for  winning  the  war,  was 
not  heard  at  this  Conference. 

No  wonder,  therefore,  that  there  exists  now  a certain  skepti- 
cism or  even  pessimism  in  certain  circles  regarding  the  future 
of  the  American  Jewish  Conference.  People  are  asking  whether 
this  Conference,  great  and  important  as  was  its  assembly,  will 
really  become  the  leader  of  a united  American  Jewry  in  this 
crucial  hour  in  the  life  of  the  Jewish  people.  Moreover,  taking 
advantage  of  these  moods  of  skepticism,  the  enemies  of  Jewish 
unity  inside  and  outside  of  the  Conference,  identified  with  the 
Jewish  Forward  and  the  Lipsky-Segal  Zionists,  are  again  re- 
suming their  sabotage  of  united  Jewish  actions.  It  has  been  an- 
ticipated for  some  time  past  that  the  Jewish  Labor  Com- 
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mittee,  together  with  the  reactionary  and  anti-national  ele- 
ments in  the  American  Jewish  Committee,  may  decide  to  break 
away  from  the  Conference  altogether. 

Unfortunately  some  of  these  anticipations  are  already  be- 
coming realized.  The  American  Jewish  Committee  has  with- 
drawn from  the  American  Jewish  Conference,  doubtless  under 
the  pressure  of  its  reactionary  and  anti-national  elements.  It 
is  also  believed  that  the  Jewish  Labor  Committee,  whether  it 
formally  withdraws  from  the  American  Jewish  Conference  or 
remains  nominally  affiliated  to  it,  will  in  effect  be  outside  of 
it  for  all  practical  purposes,  using  its  inside  connections,  as 
usual,  to  sabotage  and  hurt  the  work  of  the  Conference. 

And  so,  it  is  freely  speculated  in  the  Jewish  Daily  Forward 
circles  that  the  American  Jewish  Conference  will  have  no 
future  and  that  nothing  will  materialize  from  the  high  hopes 
associated  with  it  in  the  minds  of  millions  of  American  Jews. 

It  must  be  said,  however,  in  all  objectivity,  that  while  the 
American  Jewish  Conference  is  facing  real  dangers  which 
threaten  the  cause  of  Jewish  unity  against  fascism,  there  are 
at  the  same  time  real  possibilities  for  the  American  Jewish 
Conference  and  its  Interim  Committee  to  develop  into  an  effec- 
tive leader  of  a united  American  Jewry  for  victory,  for  the  de- 
struction of  fascism  and  for  a happy  future  for  the  Jewish 
people  together  with  all  freedom-loving  peoples.  But  this  will 
not  happen  by  itself.  It  will  occur  in  the  measure  in  which  the 
Interim  Committee  undertakes  to  function  in  the  day-to-day 
life  of  the  American  Jews , which  means  in  the  day-to-day 
efforts  to  help  win  the  war. 

That  is  why  the  consistent  Jewish  anti-fascists  in  the  United 
States,  among  them  the  Jewish  Communists,  have  adopted  the 
position  that  the  Jewish  people  of  the  United  States  should 
actively  support  the  Interim  Committee  of  the  American 
Jewish  Conference  in  every  effort  to  serve  the  interests  of  the 
Jewish  people.  At  the  same  time,  it  is  clearly  realized  in  these 
same  circles  that  it  requires  considerable  public  pressure  by 
the  Jewish  masses  to  encourage  the  Interim  Committee  to 
really  begin  functioning  in  this  way.  In  other  words,  the  policy 
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followed  by  the  consistent  Jewish  anti-fascists  is  to  work  among 
the  masses  of  the  Jewish  people  in  the  United  States,  to  or- 
ganize them  for  active  support  to  the  Conference  in  all  actions 
in  favor  of  winning  the  war  and  of  increasing  the  Jewish 
contribution  to  victory,  and  to  do  so  by  rallying  the  maximum 
possible  united  Jewish  mass  pressure  upon  the  Interim  Com- 
mittee and  the  American  Jewish  Conference  for  the  purpose 
of  achieving  real  and  all-inclusive  Jewish  unity  against  fascism. 

This  means  that  the  Interim  Committee  must  be  helped  to 
find  a way  of  enabling  the  Jewish  trade  unionists  and  such 
important  Jewish  organizations  as  the  Jewish  People’s  Com- 
mittee and  the  Jewish  Section  of  the  International  Workers 
Order  to  collaborate  with  the  Interim  Committee  and  to  be- 
come part  of  the  American  Jewish  Conference.  This  means 
furthermore  that  the  Interim  Committee  must  be  helped  to 
really  assume  the  initiative  of  uniting  and  further  mobilizing 
the  Jewish  contribution  to  victory,  for  hastening  victory  by  the 
immediate  opening  of  a second  front,  for  carrying  out  ener- 
getically the  program  of  immediate  rescue  of  the  European 
Jews  which  the  American  Jewish  Conference  has  adopted. 

It  means,  furthermore,  that  the  Interim  Committee  must 
also  assume  the  initiative  for  approaching  non-Jewish  organi- 
zations for  an  intensive  national  campaign  against  anti-Semi- 
tism, for  the  passage  of  the  Lynch  and  Dickstein  Bills  in  Con- 
gress, for  a Federal  act  to  outlaw  anti-Semitism,  for  the  aboli- 
tion of  every  form  of  racial  discrimination  and  persecution. 

It  means  also  that  the  Interim  Committee  must  immediately 
take  steps  to  establish  contact  with  the  Soviet  Jews,  with  the 
Jewish  Anti-Fascist  Committee  in  Moscow,  for  common  ef- 
forts to  win  the  war  and  in  defense  of  the  interests  of  the 
Jewish  people  after  the  war.  Finally,  it  is  certainly  to  be  ex- 
pected that  the  Interim  Committee  of  the  American  Jewish 
Conference  would  take  steps  to  win  the  support  of  American 
public  opinion  for  the  demands  of  the  Jewish  Yishuv  in 
Palestine;  namely,  for  the  abolition  of  the  so-called  White 
Paper  of  the  British  Government,  which  closes  the  door  to 
Jewish  immigration  to  Palestine,  and  for  granting  the  Jewish 
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Yishuv  broader  opportunity  to  participate  in  the  war  on  the 
battlefields  as  an  organized  and  free  Jewish  community  and 
to  develop  further  the  war  industries  and  agriculture  of 
Palestine. 

Only  in  this  manner  will  the  American  Jewish  Conference 
become  in  fact  the  leader  of  a united  Jewry  against  fascism 
and  thus  a great  force  for  strengthening  American  national 
unity  for  victory  around  the  Commander-in-Chief. 

This  is  a perfectly  realistic  policy  and  program,  and  for 
the  reason  that  it  is  already  supported  by  the  overwhelming 
majority  of  American  Jews,  which  is  demonstrated  daily  in 
every  field  of  Jewish  activity.  This  is  a fact  which  nobody 
dares  dispute,  although  many  Jewish  leaders  still  continue 
to  ignore  it. 

Our  view  of  the  real  attitude  of  the  Jewish  people  in  the 
United  States  on  the  question  of  unity  and  the  role  of  the 
American  Jewish  Conference  has  been  convincingly  confirmed 
by  a number  of  developments  which  took  place  immediately 
prior  to  the  opening  of  the  Conference,  during  its  sessions  and 
immediately  after  its  adjournment.  For  example,  the  petition 
campaign  carried  on  by  the  Jewish  Section  of  the  Interna* 
tional  Workers  Order  and  by  the  Jewish  People’s  Committee, 
calling  upon  the  Conference  to  adopt  a policy  of  all-inclusive 
Jewish  unity  against  fascism,  was  signed  by  over  90,000  Jewish 
men  and  women,  most  of  them  workers,  trade  unionists,  and 
also  many  middle  class  Jews.  These  are  the  voices  and  de* 
mands  of  the  most  active  and  consistently  anti-fascist  section 
of  American  Jewry. 

Secondly,  on  the  day  of  the  opening  of  the  Conference, 
about  two  hundred  prominent  Jewish  trade  union  leaders 
addressed  an  Open  Letter  to  the  American  Jewish  Conference, 
calling  upon  it  to  find  ways  and  means  of  incorporating  Jewish 
trade  unionists  and  Jewish  labor  generally  into  its  work  and 
to  adopt  a program  of  active  struggle  against  fascism  and 
for  increasing  the  Jewish  contribution  to  victory.  This  Open 
Letter  was  in  support  of  the  initiative  taken  by  the  Furriers 
Joint  Council  in  New  York  City. 
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Thirdly,  it  is  the  report  of  pretty  nearly  every  objective 
observer  that  the  sentiments  of  an  overwhelming  majority  of 
delegates  at  the  Conference  itself  were  strongly  for  all-inclusive 
Jewish  unity  along  the  lines  of  active  struggle  against  fascism. 
Unfortunately  these  sentiments  did  not  find  sufficient  active 
expression  because  the  unity  delegates  were  not  organized  and 
perhaps  did  not  sufficiently  realize  that  the  achievement  of 
unity  requires  an  active  organized  struggle  for  it,  that  unity 
does  not  come  by  itself  or  by  merely  wishing  for  it.  In  the 
fourth  place,  similar  reports  from  all  over  the  country  indicate 
quite  clearly  that  large  numbers  of  delegates,  upon  returning 
home,  are  demonstrating  a desire  to  repair  the  weakness  of  the 
Conference  and  are  looking  for  ways  and  means  of  stimulating 
the  -work  of  the  Interim  Committee  along  the  lines  of  all- 
inclusive  Jewish  unity  against  fascism. 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  the  prestige  and  standing  of 
the  consistent  Jewish  anti-fascists,  including  the  Jewish  Com- 
munists, have  risen  appreciably  in  Conference  circles  and 
among  the  masses  that  have  participated  in  the  Conference. 
While  the  prestige  and  position  of  the  Forward  group,  that  is, 
the  delegates  of  the  Jewish  Labor  Committee,  have  been  con- 
siderably weakened.  This,  too,  is  the  opinion  of  many  objec- 
tive observers. 

But  more  convincing,  perhaps,  than  any  of  these  factors, 
was  the  reception  given  by  the  American  Jews  to  the  Soviet 
Jewish  delegation,  Michoels  and  Feffer.  Such  an  outpouring 
of  American  Jews,  and  thousands  of  non-Jews,  united  in  en- 
thusiastic greetings  to  a delegation,  was  never  seen  before. 
And  what  were  these  meetings  about?  They  were  demonstra- 
tions for  Jewish  unity  against  fascism.  They  were  expressions 
of  a desire  on  the  part  of  the  American  Jews  of  all  walks  of 
life  (with  the  notable  exception  of  the  Dubinsky-Chanin- 
Forward  clique)  to  develop  in  the  United  States  a strong 
and  active  Jewish  unity  for  victory  and  for  close  collaboration 
with  the  Soviet  Jews  for  the  same  purpose. 

The  visit  of  the  Soviet  Jewish  delegation  was  an  event  in 
American  life  of  far-reaching  importance.  The  immediate 
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achievements  of  this  visit  are  already  evident.  The  delegation 
helped  strengthen  the  fighting  power  of  American  Jewry,  its 
patriotic  devotion  to  America,  its  desire  for  unity  against  fas- 
cism and  its  readiness  to  do  everything  for  the  survival  and 
future  of  the  Jewish  people.  It  must  also  be  noted  that  in 
doing  so  the  Soviet  Jewish  delegation  has  helped  materially 
to  strengthen  the  national  unity  of  the  American  people  as  a 
whole.  It  certainly  contributed  immeasurably  in  helping  to 
isolate  further  the  Dubinsky-Chanin  Forward  clique. 

It  goes  without  saying  that  the  delegation  proved  to  every 
one  that  the  Jewish  Anti-Fascist  Committee  of  Moscow,  de- 
nounced and  slandered  by  all  enemies  of  Jewish  unity  as  well 
as  of  American  national  unity,  truly  represents  the  Soviet  Jews, 
the  glorious  anti-fascist  unity  of  the  Jewish  people  in  the 
Soviet  Union.  The  delegation  also  demonstrated  to  America 
that  the  Soviet  Jews  are  in  truth  the  vanguard  of  the  Jewish 
people,  its  strongest  and  most  advanced  section  in  the  struggle 
for  survival.  And  at  the  same  time  the  delegation  helped  to 
demonstrate  to  the  entire  world  the  greatness,  the  influence 
and  the  creative  significance  of  American  Jewry  both  for  the 
growth  of  the  American  nation  and  for  the  Jewish  people  the 
world  over. 

In  doing  so,  the  delegation  laid  the  basis  for  certain  very 
practical  and  important  win-the-war  activities.  It  laid  the  foun- 
dation for  practical  collaboration  between  the  Soviet  and 
American  Jews.  It  strengthened  the  friendship  between  the 
Soviet  Union  and  the  United  States,  thereby  strengthening 
the  anti-Hitler  coalition  of  America,  the  Soviet  Union  and 
England  for  a speedy  victory  and  for  friendly  collaboration 
after  victory.  The  delegation  created  the  condition  for  broad 
Jewish  American  and  general  American  aid  to  the  Red  Army 
and  for  Jewish  American  actions  to  help  reconstruct  the  life 
of  the  Jewish  people  in  Europe  as  well  as  in  the  Soviet 
Union. 

It  is  now  possible  to  look  forward  to  a systematic  collabora- 
tion between  the  two  greatest  Jewish  communities  in  the  world 
—the  American  and  Soviet  Jews— as  well  as  with  the  Jewish 
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community  in  Palestine  and  with  the  Jews  of  England,  Canada 
and  Latin  America.  And  for  these  purposes:  for  enhancing 
the  Jewish  contribution  to  victory,  to  help  hasten  victory 
through  the  immediate  opening  of  the  second  front,  to  or- 
ganize and  present  a united  Jewish  indictment  and  accounting 
against  fascism  when  the  liberty-loving  victorious  peoples  will 
present  the  general  account  against  fascist  barbarism,  and  to 
work  jointly  for  the  outlawing  of  anti-Semitism  the  world 
over.  In  the  development  of  these  activities  an  important  and 
unifying  role  will  surely  be  played  by  the  Committee  of  Jewish 
Writers  and  Artists  as  well  as  by  the  Jewish  Council  of  Russian 
War  Relief. 

It  is  clear,  however,  that  the  more  consistent  anti-fascist 
forces  of  American  Jewry,  especially  Jewish  labor,  will  have 
to  enter  the  situation  more  prominently  and  more  actively. 
Only  then  will  it  become  possible  to  rally  the  wide  masses  of 
American  Jews  in  support  of  the  American  Jewish  Conference 
and  for  its  further  development  along  the  lines  of  all-inclusive 
Jewish  unity  against  fascism.  In  this  work,  Jewish  trade  union- 
ists and  such  organizations  as  the  Jewish  People’s  Committee 
and  the  Jewish  Section  of  the  International  Workers  Order 
have  a very  important  role  to  play. 

But  it  must  be  understood  that  the  chief  obstacle  to  the 
realization  of  all-inclusive  Jewish  unity  against  fascism  still 
remains  the  Fom^rd-Dubinsky-Chanin  clique  which  domi- 
nates the  Jewish  Labor  Committee.  It  is  this  clique,  in  alliance 
with  the  Lipsky-Segal  Zionists,  which  presents  the  greatest 
danger  to  the  further  development  of  Jewish  unity  and  to  the 
Jewish  Conference  itself.  It  is  therefore  obvious  that  there  can 
be  no  talk  of  further  promoting  Jewish  unity  unless  this  is 
done  on  the  basis  of  concentrating  all  efforts  towards  further 
unmasking  and  isolating  the  Fom>ard-Dubinsky-Chanin 
clique  which  dominates  the  Jewish  Labor  Committee. 

The  fact  is  that  the  prestige  of  the  Jewish  Labor  Committee 
is  steadily  declining  among  the  workers  and  in  Jewish  life 
generally.  But  the  Jewish  Labor  Committee  is  still  a powerful 
force  for  evil,  deriving  its  main  strength  from  the  fact  that  this 
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clique,  through  Dubinsky,  dominates  the  International  Ladies 
Garment  Workers  Union. 

The  irony  of  the  thing  is  that  this  union  has  a tradition  of 
real  progressivism  in  the  American  labor  movement.  It  was, 
in  fact,  a pioneer  for  progressive  trade  unionism  in  the  United 
States.  Furthermore,  it  has  been  demonstrated  time  and  again 
that  most  of  the  Jewish  members  of  this  union,  as  well  as  the 
non-Jews,  do  not  support  and  are  not  in  sympathy  with  the 
reactionary  anti-unity  policies  and  conspiracies  of  the  Dubin- 
sky clique.  Notwithstanding  this  basic  fact,  the  Dubinsky 
clique  dominating  the  union  is  exploiting  its  great  influence, 
power  and  prestige  to  promote  policies  which  are  definitely 
detrimental  to  America's  war  effort. 

It  has  been  demonstrated  time  and  again  that  the  Dubinsky- 
Forward  clique,  which  dominates  the  I.L.G.W.U.,  carries  out  a 
policy  in  general  American  life  which  is  in  fact  opposed  to 
national  unity  behind  the  President.  It  advocates  and  works 
for  a “long  war,"  and  against  hastening  victory  over  fascism. 
It  carries  on  all  kinds  of  activities  against  coalition  warfare 
and  the  immediate  opening  of  a second  front.  It  militantly 
opposes  friendship  and  collaboration  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Soviet  Union,  orientating  on  a policy  of  de- 
stroying the  Soviet  Union.  It  is  militantly  fighting  against  the 
strengthening  of  the  Anglo-Soviet-American  coalition.  In  alli- 
ance with  John  L.  Lewis,  Hutcheson  and  Matthew  Woll,  this 
clique  is  playing  a very  important  part  in  preventing  trade 
union  unity  in  the  United  States  and  also  unity  among  the 
trade  unions  of  the  United  Nations.  And  in  Jewish  life  this 
clique  is  energetically  promoting  a policy  of  sabotage  against 
every  effort  of  Jewish  unity  against  fascism,  playing  in  effect 
the  role  of  Jewish  Quislings. 

The  time  has  arrived  when  the  struggle  against  this  clique 
in  the  Jewish  Labor  Committee  has  become  a central  task  of 
Jewish  labor  and  all  Jews  in  the  struggle  for  Jewish  unity  for 
victory.  This  has  become  particularly  the  central  task  of  the 
membership  of  the  International  Ladies  Garment  Workers 
Union  as  well  as  of  such  organizations  dominated  by  the 
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same  clique  as  the  Workmen’s  Circle.  The  Jewish  workers 
must  find  ways  and  means  of  curbing  the  treacheries  of  this 
clique.  They  must  find  ways  of  demonstrating  in  every  pos- 
sible way  that  the  Ton^ard-Chanin-Dubinsky  clique  does 
not  speak  for  them,  but,  on  the  contrary,  speaks  in  violation 
of  everything  they  stand  for  and  fight  for. 

Never  before  in  all  its  history  has  Jewish  labor,  as  part  of 
American  labor,  had  greater  responsibilities  to  fulfill.  No  other 
social  group  in  Jewish  American  life  can  give  the  movement 
for  Jewish  unity  and  the  American  Jewish  Conference  the 
strength,  the  enthusiasm,  the  effectiveness  and  stability  which 
Jewish  labor  could  in  alliance  and  in  partnership  with  all 
other  Jewish  classes  and  groups.  That  is  why  it  still  remains 
true  that  the  chief  problem  and  task  of  the  Jewish  anti-fascists 
in  the  United  States  are  to  awaken  and  mobilize  Jewish  labor 
for  active  participation  in  the  struggle  for  all-inclusive  Jewish 
unity  for  victory. 

A.  B. 

New  York , 

October , 1943 
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I.  AMERICAN  NATIONAL  UNITY  AND  UNITY  OF  THE 
UNITED  NATIONS 


W E CONSIDER  the  unity  of  the  Jewish  people  in  America 
as  part  of  the  national  unity  of  the  American  people  as  a 
whole.  We  look  upon  the  unity  of  the  Jewish  people  through- 
out the  world  in  the  same  way;  that  is,  as  an  aspect  of  the 
unity  of  the  United  Nations.  It  is  on  this  basis  that  we  build 
our  practical  conclusions  about  Jewish  people’s  unity  today. 
And  on  this  basis  we  seek  the  solution  of  the  practical  prob- 
lems pertaining  to  the  unity  of  the  Jewish  people. 

Moreover,  we  hold  that  he  who  fights  against,  or  stands  in 
the  way  of,  American  national  unity  is  thereby  also  an  enemy 
of  Jewish  people’s  unity.  The  converse  is  also  true.  Those 
among  us  who  fight  against  the  unity  of  the  Jews  of  America 
thereby  disrupt  the  strengthening  of  American  national  unity. 

The  same  is  also  true  of  the  relationship  between  the  unity 
of  the  Jewish  people  throughout  the  world  and  the  unity  of 
the  United  Nations.  It  is  now  clear  to  everyone  who  wishes 
to  understand,  that  whoever  seeks  to  disrupt  the  unity  of  the 
United  Nations,  especially  the  unity  of  the  Anglo-Soviet- 
American  coalition,  thereby  greatly  endangers  the  unity  and 
the  future  of  the  Jewish  people.  Conversely,  those  among  us 
who  do  not  permit  the  firm  establishment  of  true  unity  among 
the  Jews  of  all  countries,  especially  between  the  Jews  of  Amer- 
ica and  the  Jews  of  the  Soviet  Union  and  of  Palestine— also 
bring  the  greatest  harm  to  the  interests  of  the  United  Nations. 

From  this  it  is  evident  why  we  attach  so  much  importance 
to  Earl  Browder’s  book  Victory — and  After  (which  was  pub- 
lished in  Yiddish  under  the  name  “The  Road  to  Victory”). 
This  book  treats  the  two  chief  problems  of  the  war  and  the 
peace— fundamentally  these  are  the  problems  of  the  national 
unity  of  the  American  people,  and  the  problems  of  the  unity 
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of  the  United  Nations.  The  conclusions  which  Earl  Browder 
draws  not  only  shed  a clear  light  on  the  special  problems  of 
Jewish  people's  unity,  but  also  help  us  to  discover  the  way 
to  solve  these  problems.  In  our  further  conclusions  we  shall 
fully  base  ourselves  on  the  fundamental  thoughts  of  Browder's 
book,  on  the  national  unity  of  the  American  people  and  on 
the  unity  of  the  United  Nations. 

# # # 

Today  there  are  few  open  enemies  of  American  national 
unity  and  the  unity  of  the  United  Nations.  But  there  are  very 
many  concealed  opponents  and  enemies.  Who  they  are  is  more 
or  less  known.  They  are  the  defeatists,  the  Red-baiters  and  the 
fifth  column.  When  one  speaks,  therefore,  of  the  need  to 
strengthen  American  national  unity  and  the  unity  of  the 
United  Nations,  one  must  especially  bear  in  mind  the  dangers 
that  stem  from  these  internal  enemies. 

Unfortunately,  this  important  truth  is  still  not  fully  recog- 
nized among  certain  influential  circles  of  the  American  peo- 
ple. It  is  generally  recognized  that  there  are  defeatists  and 
fifth-columnists  and  anti-Semites  of  whom  we  must  beware. 
But  the  necessary  conclusions  for  our  day-to-day  policies  are 
not  always  drawn  from  this  fact.  On  the  contrary,  one  still 
notices  among  certain  government  leaders  and  other  influen- 
tial groups  a certain  lack  of  concern  about  the  dangers  that 
stem  from  the  fifth  column.  And  this  is  bad. 

This  is  bad  for  two  reasons.  First,  because  with  such  lack 
of  concern  about  the  internal  enemy,  it  is  impossible  to  wage 
the  proper  struggle  against  its  conspiracy.  Secondly,  because  it 
is  also  impossible  to  put  an  end  to  the  serious  influence  which 
the  fifth  column  exerts  upon  substantial  patriotic  elements  of 
the  American  people.  We  must  remember  that  the  fifth  column 
— the  defeatists,  the  anti-Semites  and  Red-baiters— dwells  in  our 
midst,  in  the  midst  of  the  American  people.  They  are  inti- 
mately linked  with  many  groups  of  people  through  economic, 
social  and  political  threads.  They  therefore  have  great  oppor- 
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amities  to  influence  and  demoralize  sections  of  our  people, 
who  are  themselves  very  patriotic  but  who  do  not  always  see 
through  the  dangerous  tricks  to  which  the  fifth  columnists 
resort  to  carry  on  their  treacherous  work. 

The  implications  of  all  this  are  well  established  in  Browder’s 
book.  We  must  first  of  all  expose  the  defeatists  and  make 
known  the  danger  which  stems  from  them.  We  must  isolate 
them  from  the  American  people.  We  must  so  expose  them 
that  no  one  will  want  to  have  anything  to  do  with  them  or 
permit  himself  to  be  influenced  by  them.  If  only  this  were 
done,  much  would  be  achieved.  For  then  the  damage  which 
the  fifth  column  can  do  to  the  war  effort  would  be  reduced 
to  a minimum. 

But  this  is  not  all.  If  the  nation  and  its  government  were 
pursuing  a consistent  policy  of  isolating  the  Red-baiters  and 
defeatists,  the  patriotic  forces  which  waver  from  time  to  time 
in  the  conduct  of  the  war  would  thereby  be  strengthened.  It 
must  be  understood  that  one  of  the  chief  forces  which  causes 
vacillation  and  uncertainty  in  the  conduct  of  the  war  is  the 
pressure  and  influence  of  the  defeatists.  If  we  isolate  them  wt 
thereby  limit  their  influence  by  more  than  half  and  render 
it  almost  impossible  for  them  to  spread  doubt  and  weak 
ness  into  the  ranks  of  patriotic  sections  of  the  American 
people. 

And  there  is  another  thing  that  must  be  done.  We  must 
constantly  strengthen  the  influence  of  the  consistent  demo- 
cratic and  anti-fascist  elements  in  America’s  national  unity. 
It  is  no  secret  that  in  the  American  nation,  among  the  various 
classes  and  groups  which  constitute  the  American  nation,  there 
are  elements  which  are  more  democratic  and  others  which  are 
less  so— there  are  elements  which  are  consistently  anti-fascist 
to  the  very  end,  as  well  as  elements  which  are  not  so  con- 
sistent. Of  course,  all  these  elements  must  work  together  con- 
stantly in  order  to  strengthen  national  unity.  Otherwise  there 
can  be  no  victory.  It  is  also  clear,  however,  that  the  stronger 
the  influence  of  the  consistent  democratic  and  anti-fascist 
forces,  the  stronger  will  be  the  national  unity  of  the  nation  as 
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a whole,  and  the  greater  will  be  the  assurance  of  our  final 
victory  over  Hitler,  the  Axis  and  fascism. 

In  other  words,  the  struggle  for  the  strengthening  of  Ameri- 
can national  unity  today  means,  concretely,  two  things:  First, 
the  defeatists,  the  anti-Semites,  the  Red-baiters— the  fifth  col- 
umn-must be  isolated  and  their  influence  over  the  patriotic 
elements  of  the  people  must  be  severed.  This  will  strengthen 
the  war  effort  of  our  country.  This  would  also  strengthen  the 
wavering  and  vacillating  elements.  Second,  the  influence  of  the 
democratic  and  anti-fascist  forces  of  the  people— the  working 
class,  the  farmers,  the  intelligentsia— must  constantly  be  in- 
creased and  broadened  in  America’s  national  unity.  These 
forces,  and  especially  the  working  class,  are  the  backbone  of 
our  nation,  and  therefore  the  backbone  of  American  national 
unity. 

We  must  similarly  approach  the  problem  of  the  unity  of  the 
United  Nations.  Today  we  rarely  meet  open  opposition  to  the 
United  Nations  in  our  country.  But  secretly  and  clandestinely, 
the  defeatists  and  Red-baiters  carry  on  a constant  war  against 
the  policies  of  the  United  Nations.  They  do  this  by  endeavor- 
ing to  weaken  the  main  strength  of  the  United  Nations,  the 
foundation  upon  which  it  is  based— namely,  the  Anglo-Soviet- 
American  coalition. 

The  United  Nations  comprises  32  nations.  All  these  nations 
should  be  equal.  They  should  take  equal  part  in  the  United 
Nations.  It  is  known,  however,  that  the  builders  and  leaders 
of  the  United  Nations  are  America,  the  Soviet  Union  and  Eng- 
land. This  does  not  mean  that  China,  for  instance,  is  less  im- 
portant for  the  United  Nations  than  England,  America  or 
the  Soviet  Union.  No.  China  is  just  as  important  and  should 
occupy  an  equally  important  place  in  the  United  Nations. 
Unfortunately,  however,  this  is  far  from  being  so.  But  from  the 
practical  viewpoint  of  the  present  war  effort,  it  is  clear  to 
everyone  that  the  decisive  and  leading  force  in  the  United 
Nations  is  the  Ari^lo-Soviet-American  coalition.  This  is  a fact 
—a  fact  which  Hitler  and  his  agents  in  our  country  have  ap- 
praised realistically,  and  much  better  than  some  of  the  sup- 
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porters  of  the  United  Nations.  We  must  never  lose  sight  of 
this  fact  when  we  speak  of  strengthening  the  United  Nations 
and  of  guaranteeing  victory. 

We  must  understand,  once  and  for  all,  that  he  who  wishes 
to  strengthen  the  United  Nations  and  secure  its  unity  must 
first  of  all  strengthen  and  secure  the  unity  of  America,  the 
Soviet  Union  and  Britain.  If  the  unity  of  this  coalition  is 
strengthened,  then  the  unity  of  the  United  Nations  as  a whole 
is  strengthened,  and  the  quick  and  ultimate  victory  of  the 
United  Nations  is  guaranteed.  Conversely,  those  who  refrain 
from  strengthening  the  unity  of  the  Anglo-Soviet-American 
coalition  or  those  who  seek  to  weaken  this  coalition— work 
quite  definitely  in  the  interests  of  Hitler,  whether  they  know 
it  or  not.  The  strengthening  of  the  anti-Hitler  coalition  will 
in  the  end  also  serve  to  win  for  China  an  equal  place  among 
the  United  Nations.  And  only  in  this  manner  will  it  be  pos- 
sible also  to  bring  into  the  United  Nations  as  free  partners 
India  and  the  nations  of  Africa,  as  well  as  to  make  sure  that 
the  aspirations  of  the  Jewish  people  will  finally  be  realized. 

Economic  Questions  and  National  Unity 

We  can  work  successfully  for  national  unity  in  America 
only  if  we  do  so  with  our  eyes  open.  That  is,  we  must  realize 
that  we  are  living  in  a country  that  is  composed  of  various 
classes  and  group  whose  economic  interests  are  not  the  same. 
Not  only  are  their  economic  interests  not  the  same,  but  be- 
tween certain  classes,  as  for  example  the  workers  and  the  capi- 
talists, the  economic  interests  are  contradictory.  The  question, 
therefore,  is:  How  should  these  varied  and  conflicting  interests 
be  treated  so  that  they  may  not  only  not  interfere  with 
national  unity  and  the  conduct  of  the  war  but,  on  the  con- 
trary, help  strengthen  the  war  effort? 

Browder’s  book  makes  an  unusually  important  contribution 
to  the  solution  of  this  question.  And  it  is  done  in  this  book 
in  a very  concrete  and  practical  way.  Browder  does  not  think 
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that  the  varied  and  contradictory  interests  can  be  abolished 
at  the  present  moment.  He  contends,  however,  that  these  con- 
flicting interests  can  be  composed  peacefully  if  we  constantly 
apply  the  principle  that  the  interests  of  the  nation  as  a whole 
and  the  interests  of  the  war  must  be  placed  uppermost.  That 
means  that  every  economic  conflict  must  be  resolved  in  such  a 
way  as  to  serve,  first  of  all,  the  interests  of  the  war  effort, 
regardless  of  the  effect  which  it  may  have  upon  any  class  in 
society. 

Applying  this  principle  as  a guide,  we  must  inevitably  con- 
clude that  one  of  the  main  interests  of  our  nation  in  the  war 
effort  is  to  safeguard,  as  far  as  possible,  the  health  and  physical 
well-being  of  the  masses  of  the  people— the  masses  who 
must  produce  the  food  and  ammunition  for  the  conduct  of 
the  war.  From  this  principle  we  can  readily  see  that  the 
products  of  our  economy  must  be  allocated  in  such  a way  as 
to  meet  first  of  all  the  needs  of  our  armed  forces;  second,  the 
needs  of  those  who  are  working  to  produce  for  the  armed 
forces;  and  third,  the  needs  of  all  other  sections  of  the  popu- 
lation. 

This  is  not  realized  so  easily.  For  this  we  must  have  a fully 
organized  and  unified  war  economy,  run  according  to  a definite 
national  plan.  Moreover,  in  carrying  out  such  a war  economy, 
it  is  necessary  to  have  the  active  participation  not  only  of  the 
capitalists,  but  also  of  the  workers,  the  farmers  and  the  gov- 
ernment. For  this,  national  interests  must  take  precedence  in 
every  practical  question,  and  special  class  and  group  interests 
must  be  subordinated  to  national  interests.  To  achieve  these 
goals,  we  must  fight.  We  must,  first  of  all,  combat  the  defeat- 
ists, who  constitute  the  chief  obstacle,  and  we  must  also  fight 
against  those  capitalists  and  business  men  who  permit  them- 
selves to  be  influenced  by  the  defeatists  and  thereby  become 
themselves  an  obstacle  to  the  further  building  of  a unified  and 
centralized  war  economy  in  America. 

From  this  it  is  apparent  that  labor  leaders,  active  workers 
and  leaders  of  trade  unions  today  must  apply  a completely 
new  approach  to  the  problem  of  protecting  the  economic  inter- 
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ests  of  the  workers.  These  interests  have  not  been  abolished. 
That  is,  the  trade  unions,  whose  function  it  is  to  protect  the 
workers’  economic  interests,  have  that  function  today  as  before, 
except  that  the  interests  of  the  war  demand  that  the  workers’ 
economic  interests  should  now  be  protected  in  another  way 
than  before,  and  by  different  means. 

For  instance,  the  workers  have  voluntarily  undertaken  not 
to  resort  to  strikes  as  a means  of  improving  their  economic 
interests.  But  this  does  not  negate  the  fact  that  every  day  the 
workers  in  the  factories  and  in  the  unions  have  numerous 
problems  and  conflicts  with  their  employers  on  wages,  hours 
and  working  conditions.  These  problems,  it  can  be  said,  are 
of  long  standing  and  are  constant.  This,  however,  is  not  en- 
tirely correct.  It  is  more  correct  to  say  that  these  are  old  prob- 
lems which  today  confront  us  in  a new  way.  On  the  question 
of  wages,  the  workers  are  today  interested  primarily  not  so 
much  in  the  increase  in  monetary  wages  but  in  what  they 
can  purchase  for  their  wages.  In  other  words,  when  the  cost 
of  living  rises,  the  need  to  raise  wages  increases.  But  the  work- 
ers understand  that  demands  for  higher  wages  alone  are  not 
enough;  in  fact,  that  such  increases  are  not  even  the  main 
thing.  After  all,  if  there  should  be  instituted  a control  of 
prices  whereby  prices  would  really  be  stabilized,  and  if  a sys- 
tem of  rationing  were  to  be  instituted  which  would  guarantee 
to  all  the  necessary  minimum  for  their  elementary  needs,  then 
the  question  of  increase  in  wages  would  be  of  little  value.  This 
question,  in  fact,  would  then  cease  to  be  as  sharp  and  central 
a problem  as  it  is  today. 

We  see,  therefore,  that  the  labor  movement  concentrates  its 
attention  today  chiefly  upon  such  fundamental  economic  ques- 
tions of  the  war  effort  as  price-control  and  rationing,  though 
it  also  takes  into  consideration  such  questions  as  wage  in- 
creases when  a rise  in  the  prices  of  essential  foods  makes  this 
absolutely  necessary. 

Further,  the  workers,  both  as  workers  and  as  American  citi- 
zens, are  vitally  interested  in  increasing  production,  in  inten- 
sifying the  production  of  everything  necessary  for  the  conduct 
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of  the  war,  as  well  as  for  civilian  consumption.  Many  capital- 
ists and  factory  managers  agree  with  the  workers  on  this.  But 
not  all  of  them.  Besides,  the  problem  of  increasing  the  coun- 
try’s general  production  is  intimately  bound  up  with  the 
problem  of  creating  a fully  unified  and  centralized  war  econ- 
omy-something which  we  don’t  as  yet  have.  In  this  connec- 
tion, there  are  many  problems  which  should  be  the  concern 
of  labor  organizations  and  trade  unions,  especially  of  labor 
leaders,  whose  objective  should  be  to  strengthen  the  national 
unity  of  America  and  the  war  effort  of  the  country. 

In  Browder’s  bo6k,  the  economic  problems  pertaining  to 
national  unity  are  placed  squarely  and  the  way  is  shown  for 
the  labor  movement  to  help  the  nation  solve  these  problems. 
Browder  dealt  with  these  problems  even  more  fully  and  con- 
cretely in  a report  which  he  delivered  at  a meeting  of  the 
National  Committee  of  the  Communist  Party  at  the  end  of 
November,  1942.  There,  he  deals  primarily  with  what  has  to 
be  done  in  order  to  raise  the  country’s  war  production,  and 
in  that  connection  he  develops  further  his  ideas  touching 
upon  America’s  war  economy  generally.  That  address,  which 
was  published  in  a pamphlet  entitled  Production  for  Vic- 
tory* must  be  recommended  to  all  who  have  anything  to  do 
with  labor  questions  and  economic  problems. 

Economic  Changes  in  Jewish  Life 

It  must  be  said  here  that  Browder’s  new  approach  to  the 
nation’s  economic  problems  has  proven  to  be  of  great  help  also 
to  those  who  have  begun  to  notice  new  economic  tendencies 
and  transformations  in  the  life  of  the  American  Jews.  These 
tendencies  are  of  such  a nature  that  they  deserve  special 
attention. 

It  is  now  well  known  that  in  the  transition  from  a peace 
economy  to  a war  economy  here  in  America,  the  security  and 
welfare  of  the  small  trader  and  small  manufacturer  have  been 


Earl  Browder,  Production  for  Victory,  Workers  Library  publisher. 

26 


greatly  affected.  We  cannot  discuss  here  whether  this  should 
have  been  so.  The  fact  is  that  this  is  the  case,  and  this  has 
introduced  many  new  phenomena  into  American  Jewish  life. 

Let  us  cite  them  here  and  draw  the  necessary  conclusions. 
First,  the  economic  tendency  which  transforms  small  business 
men  into  workers  has  been  intensified  among  the  Jews  of 
America.  This  tendency  itself  is  not  new.  What  is  new  is  the 
great  tempo  and  intensity  with  which  this  tendency  operates. 
Though  accurate  statistics  are  not  yet  available,  it  is  never- 
theless known  that  increasing  numbers  of  Jews  who  were  en- 
gaged in  small  trade  or  manufacturing  have  become  and  are 
becoming  workers.  Second,  Jewish  workers  who  had  always 
been  engaged  in  light  industry  are  entering  the  so-called  heavy 
industries  in  increasing  numbers;  the  same  is  true  of  many 
Jews  who  were  formerly  white-collar  workers  and  professionals. 
Third,  a significant  number  of  Jewish  technicians,  who  in  pre- 
vious years  had  no  entree  to  the  heavy  industries,  are  now 
entering  these  industries  in  ever-increasing  numbers.  Fourth, 
Jewish  women,  as  is  the  case  with  American  women  generally,, 
are  also  being  increasingly  drawn  into  industry  and  war  work. 
Fifth,  a great  many  Jews  are  changing  their  places  of  resi- 
dence. New  York,  for  instance,  is  constantly  losing  many  of 
its  Jewish  inhabitants  to  other  cities  in  which  there  are  war 
industries.  Old  Jewish  communities  are  changing  their  num- 
bers and  composition,  and  new  Jewish  communities  are  com- 
ing into  being. 

These  are  only  a few  of  the  more  important  tendencies  and 
changes  which  are  noticeable  in  the  Jewish  community,  and 
they  have  already  projected  a number  of  practical  problems 
for  various  social  and  labor  organizations. 

The  first  problem  is  how  to  combat  more  successfully  the 
policy  of  discrimination  against  Jews  in  the  war  industries. 
Discrimination  against  Jews  in  the  so-called  heavy  industries 
of  our  country  always  existed.  But  in  previous  years,  this  dis- 
crimination affected  only  a very  small  percent  of  the  Jewish 
population.  The  great  majority  of  Jews  worked  and  earned  a 
living  in  industries  which  were  usually  designated  as  Jewish. 
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and  where  the  problem  of  discrimination  against  Jews  there- 
fore did  not  exist.  Today,  however,  when  an  ever  increasing 
number  of  Jews  must  seek  employment  in  the  heavy  and  basic 
industries  of  the  country,  this  problem  assumes  a different 
character.  It  becomes  a problem  for  all  the  Jews  of  America; 
and  not  only  for  the  Jews,  but  for  the  nation  as  a whole. 

It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  discrimination  against  Jews 
in  the  heavy  industries  goes  hand  in  hand  with  an  intensified 
wave  of  anti-Semitism.  It  is  a fact  that  the  fifth  column  seeks 
to  exploit  the  influx  of  many  Jews  into  the  heavy  industries  as 
the  occasion  for  intensifying  their  anti-Semitic  agitation  among 
the  non- Jewish  workers  in  those  industries,  as  well  as  among 
the  non-Jewish  population  generally.  In  other  words,  the 
trend  of  our  war  economy,  which  compels  an  increasing  num- 
ber of  Jewish  workers  and  former  small  business  men  to  seek 
employment  in  the  war  industries,  presents  to  the  Jews  of 
America  and  to  the  country  as  a whole,  the  problem  not  alone 
of  how  to  combat  anti-Jewish  discrimination,  but  also  of  how 
to  combat  and  neutralize  the  new  anti-Semitic  campaigns 
which  menace  not  only  the  Jews,  but  the  nation’s  entire  war 
effort. 

This  problem  confronts  the  trade  unions  especially.  The 
trade  unions  are  obviously  very  much  interested  in  combating 
anti-Semitic  agitation,  because  anti-Semitism  can  undermine 
the  very  foundation  of  trade  unionism,  by  bringing  about 
cleavages  in  the  workers’  ranks.  It  is  the  task  of  the  trade 
unions  in  the  war  industries  to  draw  the  Jewish  workers  into 
the  trade  union  movement  as  soon  as  possible,  bearing  in  mind 
especially  the  fact  that  many  of  these  new  Jewish  workers 
were  formerly  small  business  men  without  any  tradition  or 
experience  in  trade  union  organization.  In  short,  the  trade 
unions  now  have  the  obligation  to  combat  intensively  anti- 
Jewish  discrimination  in  the  war  economy,  as  well  as  dis- 
crimination against  Negroes,  Italians  and  others;  to  make 
clear  to  the  largest  possible  number  of  workers  the  menace  of 
anti-Semitism  and  to  expose  the  anti-Semitic  machinations  of 
the  fifth  column;  and  lastly,  to  draw  the  new  Jewish  workers 
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into  the  trade  union  movement  and  to  transform  them  into 
useful  and  needed  members  of  the  labor  movement. 

The  above-mentioned  changes  in  the  economic  life  of  the 
American  Jews  and  in  their  places  of  residence  advance  new 
responsibilities  for  all  Jewish  labor  and  social  organizations. 
They  must  take  up  the  fight  against  discrimination  in  the  war 
economy,  and  against  anti-Semitism,  with  all  their  power  and 
they  must  unite  for  that  purpose  with  all  non-Jewish  progres- 
sive organizations  of  the  American  people.  They  must  also 
take  an  interest  in  such  matters  as  how  to  help  the  newly- 
arrived  Jewish  population  to  adjust  itself  into  new  communi- 
ties and  how  to  integrate  the  new  inhabitants  without  delay 
into  the  local  social  life.  These  are  immediate,  practical  prob- 
lems. 

It  is  also  necessary,  however,  to  pose  the  problem  of  the 
more  far-reaching  consequences  which  grow  out  of  the  above- 
mentioned  economic  and  social  changes  in  American  Jewish 
life.  One  of  these  consequences,  without  doubt,  will  be  the 
fact  that  large  masses  of  Jews  will  become  more  closely  inte- 
grated into  general  American  life.  Previously,  many  of  these 
Jews  lived  in  densely-populated  Jewish  communities,  almost 
exclusively  among  Jews,  and  seldom  had  contact  with  non- 
Jews  even  in  their  economic  life.  Now,  however,  large  num- 
bers of  Jews  will  work  and  live  among  masses  of  non-Jews 
and  in  the  midst  of  the  nation’s  most  important  industries. 
Thus  these  Jews  will  become  more  absorbed  into  the  general 
political  and  social  life  of  America  to  a greater  extent  than 
was  the  case  hitherto. 

This  is  a positive  and  good  result.  It  does  not  in  any  way 
mean  that  these  Jews  will  cease  to  be  Jews,  as  some  may  think, 
though  assimilationist  tendencies  among  them  will  probably 
become  strengthened  to  some  extent.  To  understand  this  mat- 
ter more  fully  and  clearly,  we  must  realize  that  a Jew  in 
America  is  not  only  one  who  speaks  and  reads  Yiddish.  Un- 
fortunately, this  fact  is  still  not  accepted  in  certain  Jewish 
circles,  though  it  is  difficult  to  see  why.  The  fact  is  that  the 
great  majority  of  American-born  Jews,  most  of  whom  do  not 
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speak  or  read  Yiddish,  are  nevertheless  just  as  good  Jews  as 
those  who  speak  and  read  only  Yiddish.  This  is  a fact.  From 
this  it  follows  that  if  thousands  and  tens  of  thousands  of 
American  Jews  will  now  be  drawn  more  deeply  into  general 
American  life,  economically  and  socially,  it  does  not  mean  that 
they  are  lost  as  Jews. 

On  the  contrary.  We  are  inclined  to  think  that  a closer  con- 
nection with  general  American  life  in  all  its  aspects,  including 
closer  collaboration  with  the  general  American  labor  move- 
ment, will  make  of  these  new  Jewish  workers  better  fighters  for 
the  interests  of  the  Jewish  people.  We  definitely  do  not  share 
the  belief  that  a completely  American  or  Americanized  Jew 
cannot  be  a good  Jew.  And  when  we  consider  the  entire  inter- 
national situation,  which  constantly  strengthens  the  Jewish 
consciousness  of  the  broadest  masses  of  Jews,  as  well  as  their 
consciousness  of  kinship  with  all  freedom  loving  peoples,  and 
especially  with  the  American  people,  we  may  be  sure  that  the 
net  result  of  the  current  economic  trends  and  changes  in 
American  Jewish  life  will  be  such  as  to  strengthen  Jewish  and 
American  consciousness  among  broad  sections  of  the  Jews  in 
America. 

We  must  therefore  be  prepared  for  a perspective  which  will 
lead  to  the  conclusion  that  the  total  result  of  the  economic 
changes  and  transitions  in  American  Jewish  life  will  strengthen 
Jewish  consciousness  and  Jewish  unity  among  the  Jews  of 
America,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  assimilationist  tenden- 
cies will  also  become  strengthened.  Not  only  that,  but  the 
strengthened  Jewish  people’s  consciousness  and  Jewish  people’s 
unity  among  the  Jews  of  America  will  develop  and  grow,  not 
along  the  old  path  of  a divided  and  split  Jewish  people— a 
people  of  “Jewish”  Jews  and  of  “American”  Jews.  No,  not  in 
that  fashion  will  it  develop  but  in  a much  better  way  and  on 
a higher  level,  where  English-speaking  Jews  and  Yiddish- 
speaking Jews  will  understand  each  other  much  better,  and 
together  will  build  Jewish  life  in  America,  politically  and 
culturally,  and  thereby  will  become  more  important  and  neces- 
sary for  the  growth  and  flowering  of  the  American  nation. 
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This  can  be  saicl  in  a few  words.  It  is  to  be  expected— and 
for  this  we  must  work— that  the  economic  changes  in  our  life 
will  make  better  Jews  and  better  Americans  of  all  the  Jews 
in  America. 

It  is  perhaps  worth  mentioning  that  these  perspectives  for 
the  Jewish  masses  in  America  can  be  seen  with  particular 
clarity  from  a close  study  of  Browder’s  book  and  the  problems 
of  our  country  with  which  the  book  deals.  With  the  help  of 
the  fundamental  conclusions  of  the  book,  we  can  now  examine 
more  clearly  the  immediate  problems  and  tasks  of  Jewish 
people’s  unity  in  America. 


II.  PROBLEMS  OF  JEWISH  PEOPLE’S  UNITY 


HEN  WE  SPEAK  of  Jewish  people’s  unity  in  America, 
we  speak  of  a very  simple  thing.  All  American  Jews  should 
work  together  for  our  country’s  victory  in  the  war  and  for 
a free  life  for  our  people  in  all  countries  after  the  war.  When 
we  say  all  Jews  we  mean  just  that,  regardless  of  political  ten- 
dencies and  parties.  We  must  do  this  in  order  to  make  the 
greatest  Jewish  contribution  to  victory.  We  must  clearly  un- 
derstand that  the  greater  the  Jewish  contribution  to  victory, 
the  better  will  be  the  prospects  for  the  Jews  after  victory. 
Jewish  people’s  unity  in  America  will  help  us  make  a greater 
contribution  to  American  national  unity.  This  unity  is  needed 
by  America  generally  and  by  the  Jews  in  particular. 

Unfortunately  there  are  still  people  among  us  who  do  not 
take  the  problem  of  Jewish  people’s  unity  seriously  enough, 
who  are  antagonistic  to  Jewish  people’s  unity  and  who  seek  all 
sorts  of  excuses  not  to  help  build  it.  Such  Jews  among  us 
ought  to  become  wiser.  It  is  about  time. 

But  we  also  have  in  our  midst  those  who  ridicule  Jewish 
people’s  unity  and  who  combat  it  in  every  possible  way.  We 
have  in  mind  primarily  the  present  leadership  of  the  Jewish 
Daily  Forward  and  similar  elements  in  other  Jewish  social 
organizations.  These  people  love  to  poke  fun  at  the  fact  that 
the  American  Jewish  Communists  have  suddenly,  as  they  say, 
become  heated  partisans  of  Jewish  people’s  unity.  They  even 
talk  themselves  into  saying  that  the  American  Jewish  Com- 
munists have  betrayed  their  principle  of  the  class  struggle 
with  their  avowal  of  Jewish  people’s  unity.  However,  the  real 
joke  of  the  matter  is  that  the  present  leadership  of  the  For- 
ward appears  to  parade  in  the  role  of  a defender  of  Commu- 
nist principles  and  of  loyalty  to  principles  generally. 

But  the  matter  is  too  serious  to  be  dismissed  with  a joke.  It 
is  necessary  to  clarify  the  fact  that  Jewish  people’s  unity, 

32 


which  is  now  growing  and  which  the  Jewish  Communists  sup- 
port with  all  their  might,  is,  in  general,  not  of  the  same  char- 
acter as  the  so-called  traditional  policy  of  Klal  Yisrael* 
unity  with  which  many  of  the  present  opponents  of  Jewish 
people’s  unity  were  concerned  all  these  years.  No,  the  present 
Jewish  people’s  unity  is  something  else  entirely. 

There  was  a time  when  the  traditional  Klal  Yisrael  policy 
and  so-called  Jewish  unity,  in  reality  did  not  mean  Jewish 
people’s  unity  at  all.  It  meant,  and  under  the  circumstances 
then,  could  not  have  meant  anything  else  but  the  subjection 
of  the  Jewish  worker  and  the  poor  Jew  generally  to  the  will 
and  the  class  policies  of  the  Jewish  boss  and  the  rich  Jew.  In 
those  years,  the  present  leaders  of  the  Forward  and  the  other 
opponents  of  Jewish  people’s  unity  loved  Klal  Yisrael  policies; 
and  precisely  the  kind  of  so-called  Jewish  unity  which 
strengthened  the  influence  of  the  very  rich  Jews,  and  weakened 
the  influence  of  the  poor  Jews  and  of  the  Jewish  workers.  Now, 
however,  in  the  entirely  new  world  situation,  when  Klal 
Yisrael  means  a genuine  Jewish  people’s  unity— Jewish  unity 
has  ceased  to  be  kosher  for  the  leaders  of  the  Forward.  At  the 
present  time,  when  Jewish  people’s  unity  is  being  built  and 
can  be  built,  not  at  the  expense  of  the  poor  for  the  benefit  of 
the  rich,  but  as  a genuine  partnership  of  classes,  of  an  organ- 
ized and  independent  Jewish  working  class  together  with  the 
organized  forces  of  the  other  classes  in  Jewish  life— a partner- 
ship whose  main  objective  is  to  save  the  Jewish  people  from 
physical  extinction— precisely  at  this  time  the  appeal  to  Jew- 
ish unity  has  lost  favor  in  the  eyes  of  the  present  leaders  of 
the  Forward.  But  not  entirely.  The  Forward  still  wants  to 
fraternize  with  the  extremely  rich  Jews  of  America,  and  it  is 
interesting  to  note  that  its  leadership  wishes  to  fraternize  not 
with  those  rich  American  Jews  who  favor  Jewish  people’s 
unity,  but  precisely  with  those  who  do  not  wish  to  think  of 
themselves  as  Jews  and  who  are  frightened  stiff  by  Jewish 
people’s  unity. 

* The  traditional  policy  that  all  Jews  are  one,  which  failed  to  take  into 
account  any  class,  political,  or  economic  divisions. 
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There  was  a time  when  the  appeal  to  Jewish  people’s  unity 
meant  in  reality  an  attempt  to  weaken  the  influence  of  the 
workers  and  strengthen  the  influence  of  the  wealthy  Jews  in 
Jewish  life.  In  those  days,  the  present  opponents  of  Jewish 
people’s  unity  believed  greatly  in  such  a policy.  Today,  how- 
ever, when  Jewish  unity  means  Jewish  people’s  unity,  that  is, 
to  make  the  Jewish  workers  more  active  and  more  influential 
in  the  life  of  the  Jewish  people,  they  now  think  that  Jewish 
unity  is  a bad  thing. 

The  old  traditional  Klal  Yisrael  policy  always  meant  that 
the  Jewish  worker  should  separate  himself  from  the  non- 
Jewish  worker.  It  meant  compromising  the  international  unity 
of  the  working  class.  It  meant  implanting  among  the  Jewish 
workers  feelings  and  thoughts  of  chauvinistic  nationalism— a 
type  of  nationalism  which  considers  all  other  peoples  infe- 
rior to  one’s  own.  Then  Jewish  unity  was  a good  thing  to  the 
present  opponents  of  Jewish  people’s  unity;  but  now  when 
the  appeal  to  Jewish  unity  means,  as  it  can  only  mean,  that 
the  Jewish  workers  are  to  become  more  closely  aligned  with 
the  non-Jewish  workers— because  the  entire  American  work- 
ing class  is  struggling  for  the  national  unity  of  the  entire 
American  nation— now,  mind  you,  Jewish  unity  has  become 
something  evil. 

From  this  we  infer  only  one  thing.  The  argument  that  the 
Communists  have  betrayed  their  principles,  so  to  speak,  be- 
cause they  support  Jewish  people’s  unity,  isn’t  worth  a tinker’s 
dam.  It  is  only  a pretext.  It  is  only  a means  for  pulling  the 
wool  over  the  eyes  of  the  Jewish  workers  so  that  they  should 
not  see  that  opposition  to  Jewish  people’s  unity  means  in 
reality  opposition  to  the  Jewish  people,  and  primarily,  oppo- 
sition to  the  Jewish  workers  and  their  best  interests. 

The  true  problem  now  is  no  longer  whether  we  need 
Jewish  people’s  unity.  The  problem  is  rather  how  to  attain 
it  quickly  and  effectively.  Today  this  problem  has  taken  on 
a very  concrete  and  practical  character.  In  our  opinion,  the 
problem  today  confronts  us  in  the  following  manner:  What 
can  be  done  to  overcome  the  weakness  of  those  elements  in 
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Jewish  life  who  waver  on  the  subject  of  Jewish  people's  unity f 
This  is  in  truth  the  central  practical  problem  of  Jewish  peo- 
ple’s unity  at  the  present  time. 

To  see  that  this  is  really  so,  it  is  sufficient  to  glance  at 
the  movement  for  Jewish  people’s  unity  in  America  and  ob- 
serve how  it  is  faring.  Thus,  we  arrive  at  the  following  picture: 

The  Jews  of  America  have  already  demonstrated  in  a thou- 
sand ways  that  they  want  unity.  This  is  undeniable.  More,  if 
we  examine  the  various  Jewish  movements  and  organizations 
in  America  today,  we  can  observe  that  the  American  Jews  are 
already  united  on  the  most  important  problems  which  con- 
front our  people  in  the  war.  We  maintain  that  the  American 
Jews  are  already  agreed  on  the  following  points: 

1.  To  win  the  war.  To  achieve  complete  victory  for  America 
and  for  all  the  United  Nations.  To  defend  the  interests  of 
the  Jewish  people  in  all  countries  in  the  course  of  the  war 
and  after  victory. 

2.  To  uproot  anti-Semitism  and  the  fifth  column.  To 
strengthen  the  democratic  rights  of  the  Jews  in  America. 

3.  To  save  the  Jews  of  Europe  from  the  Nazis  and  to  se- 
cure for  the  Jews  of  those  countries  their  democoratic  and 
national  rights. 

4.  To  establish  close  friendship  with  the  Jews  of  the  Soviet 
Union  and  to  collaborate  with  them  for  the  victory  of  the 
United  Nations  and  for  the  interests  of  the  Jewish  people  in 
all  countries  after  victory. 

5.  To  help  build  the  Jewish  Yishuv  in  Palestine  and  to  help 
establish  brotherly  relations  between  the  Yishuv  and  the 
Arabs  in  Palestine  and  in  the  other  Arab  countries.  To  sup- 
port the  demands  of  the  Palestine  Yishuv  that  it  be  enabled 
to  participate  in  the  war  of  the  United  Nations  as  a free  and 
organized  national  community. 

6.  To  build  Jewish  people’s  unity  in  America  constantly, 
which  will  make  its  greatest  contribution  to  the  strengthening 
of  American  national  unity  and  to  the  growth  and  progress  of 
America  as  a nation. 

When  we  say  that  the  American  Jews  are  already  united 
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on  such  a platform,  we  do  not  mean,  of  course,  that  such  a 
platform  has  already  been  formulated  and  formally  adopted 
by  the  Jewish  organizations  which  represent  and  speak  for 
the  American  Jews.  This  is  yet  to  come,  and  it  will  come. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  about  that.  We  do  mean  to  say,  how- 
ever, that  on  such  a platform  or  a similar  one  the  Jews  of 
America  could  easily  unite  if  we  would  only  present  them 
with  such  a platform  and  ask  them  for  their  opinion  of  it. 
This,  in  fact,  is  the  immediate  task  of  Jewish  leadership  in 
this  country. 

In  the  course  of  the  last  few  months  we  have  seen  in  this 
country  a whole  series  of  declarations  and  actions  by  various 
Jewish  organizations  and  groups  of  organizations,  in  behalf 
of  the  war.  If  one  were  to  examine  the  demands  of  the  Jew- 
ish masses,  from  which  these  declarations  stem,  he  would 
immediately  realize  that  life  itself  has  already  projected  a 
platform  of  Jewish  people's  unity  which  is  similar  to  the 
points  we  enumerated  above.  That  is,  in  the  heat  of  life  itself, 
the  platform  of  Jewish  people’s  unity  is  being  forged.  The 
task  of  good  Jewish  leadership,  therefore,  consists  in  infusing 
into  this  process  more  consciousness,  more  planning,  and 
more  organized  effort. 

The  movement  for  Jewish  people’s  unity  in  America  to 
date  already  has  a number  of  important  organized  bases  of 
support.  Let  us  enumerate  them  here  briefly:  The  American 
Jewish  Congress;  the  unity  forces  in  the  American  Zionist 
movement;  the  Jewish  workers  and  their  organizations;  the 
Committee  of  Jewish  Writers  and  Artists  (popularly  known 
as  the  Zhitlowsky  Committee);  the  Jewish  Council  for  Russian 
War  Relief;  the  religious  Jews  and  their  organizations;  the 
Landsmanschaften;  the  Jewish  Section  of  the  International 
Workers  Order;  the  Jewish  Trade  Union  Committee  for  Tanks  * 
and  Bombers;  the  unity  elements  in  such  important  Jewish 
organizations  as  the  B’nai  B’rith;  influential  elements  in  the 
American  Jewish  Committee  who  favor  Jewish  people’s  unity; 
the  Jewish  People’s  Committee;  and  important  labor  leaders 
who  could  work  for  Jewish  people’s  unity  except  for  the  fact 
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that  their  influence  is  still  paralyzed  because  of  the  domina- 
tion of  the  present  Fonvard  leadership  in  the  Jewish  Labor 
Committee.  This  is  in  no  wise  a full  list  of  the  organized 
center  of  support  for  Jewish  people’s  unity.  In  every  center 
of  Jewish  life  in  America  there  exist  numerous  Jewish  organ- 
izations working  together  for  the  war  effort  and  for  victory. 
We  mean  to  include  also  the  various  community  centers  and 
Jewish  Welfare  Board  organizations  which  play  an  unusually 
important  role  in  the  daily  building  of  Jewish  people’s  unity 
in  America. 

If  we  take  all  this  into  consideration,  we  must  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  movement  for  Jewish  people’s  unity  in 
America  is  literally  pressing  from  all  sides,  that  it  is  growing 
and  mounting  from  day  to  day.  But  this  movement  lacks  full 
political  consciousness  and  program  as  well  as  a united  na- 
tional leadership.  We  must  underscore  this.  For  this  reason 
it  is  so  very  necessary  that  a clear  program  of  Jewish  people’s 
unity  and  a united  national  leadership  should  be  established 
as  soon  as  possible. 

Can  we  say  that  the  leaders  of  the  American  Jews  do  not 
understand  this?  No,  we  cannot  say  this.  A number  of  attempts 
have  already  been  made  by  various  Jewish  national  organiza- 
tions to  achieve  the  above  objectives:  namely,  a clear  program 
of  Jewish  people’s  unity  and  a united  national  leadership.  The 
question  is,  therefore,  why  the  delay?  Why  aren’t  these  things 
established  sooner?  Why  does  it  take  so  long? 

We  must  find  an  answer  to  these  questions.  The  answer  is 
that  influential  elements  in  Jewish  life  are  still  wavering  on 
the  question  of  Jewish  people’s  unity.  That  is,  many  leading 
forces  in  our  life  which  generally  have  a favorable  attitude 
to  Jewish  people’s  unity,  are  apparently  not  yet  ready  to  un- 
dertake all  the  necessary  steps  to  realize  this  unity.  In  other 
words,  they  waver  and  hesitate,  and  because  of  that,  full  reali 
zation  of  Jewish  people’s  unity  in  America  is  being  delayed. 

A few  examples  will  illustrate  what  we  mean.  As  long  ago 
as  April,  1942,  for  instance,  the  American  Jewish  Congress 
adopted  a very  good  program  for  a united  Jewish  war  effort. 
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That  program  has  since  been  endorsed  by  a great  many  Jewish 
organizations,  and  among  these  were  such  important,  con- 
sistent, anti-fascist  Jewish  organizations  as  the  Jewish-American 
Section  of  the  International  Workers  Order,  the  Trade  Union 
Committee  for  Tanks  and  Bombers,  and  the  Jewish  People's 
Committee.  One  might  have  thought,  therefore,  that  the  lead- 
ers of  the  American  Jewish  Congress  would  feel  encouraged 
to  take  the  initiative  energetically  to  unite  all  Jews  in  America 
for  victory  and  also  for  after  victory.  This  was  realized  only 
in  part,  however,  when  the  American  Jewish  Congress  organ- 
ized the  “United  Jewish  War  Effort”  and  later  a special  finan- 
cial drive  to  help  the  Red  Army.  These  were,  in  fact,  very 
important  steps  from  which  much  good  will  result,  but  still 
only  first  steps.  The  whole  program  of  the  United  Jewish  War 
Effort  still  has  to  be  put  into  effect.  The  question  is,  there- 
fore, why  is  it  progressing  so  slowly? 

Another  example:  we  have  a Jewish  Labor  Committee  in 
America.  Affiliated  to  the  Committee  are  a great  many  unions 
embracing  a majority  of  the  Jewish  workers.  The  Workmen’s 
Circle  also  belongs  to  it.  It  is,  in  brief,  a Jewish  labor  organi- 
zation which  might  have  played  an  exceptionally  important 
role  together  with  the  American  Jewish  Congress,  the  Jewish 
People’s  Committee,  the  Jewish-American  Section  of  the  Inter- 
national Workers  Order,  B’nai  B’rith,  the  religious  Jews  and 
their  organizations,  the  Landsmanschaften,  and  important 
forces  in  the  American  Jewish  Committee— in  partnership  with 
all  these  and  other  forces,  the  Jewish  Labor  Committee  might 
have  brought  about,  in  a very  short  time,  complete  Jewish 
unity  in  America.  But  the  fact  is  that  the  Jewish  Labor  Com- 
mittee, due  to  the  fact  that  the  Forward  leadership  domi- 
nates it,  was  and  remains  today,  one  of  the  chief  disrupters 
of  Jewish  people’s  unity  in  America.  To  repeat:  the  Committee 
which  could  have  been  the  chief  force  for  Jewish  people’s 
unity  has  become,  and  is  today,  the  chief  obstacle  to  such 
unity. 

What  is  the  reason  for  this?  Once  again,  the  answer  is  to  be 
found  in  the  wavering  and  weakness  on  the  part  of  influential 
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elements,  respected  labor  leaders  who  belong  to  the  Jewish 
Labor  Committee.  These  elements  would  like  to  have  Jewish 
people’s  unity,  would  like  to  work  for  it,  but  they  have  not 
found  the  strength  to  free  themselves  from  the  domination 
and  the  sabotage  of  the  present  Forward  leadership. 

And  why  does  the  American  Jewish  Congress  proceed  so 
slowly  on  the  road  to  Jewish  people’s  unity?  It  is  because  here, 
too,  in  the  ranks  of  the  American  Jewish  Congress  itself,  there 
are  forces  which  do  not  want  Jewish  people’s  unity  and  which 
stand  in  the  way  of  such  unity.  They  are  the  elements  (among 
them  some  leaders  of  the  Poale-Zion)  who,  in  the  American 
Jewish  Congress,  follow  a political  line  of  division  and  sepa- 
ration, similar  to  the  line  which  the  present  Forward  leader- 
ship pursues  in  the  Jewish  Labor  Committee. 

What  we  have,  then,  is  the  following  picture:  The  people’s 
movement  for  Jewish  unity  grows;  the  most  influential  leaders 
of  American  Jews  of  all  classes  and  political  tendencies  are  in 
favor  of  achieving  such  unity.  But  this  is  developing  too 
slowly  chiefly  because  many  of  those  leaders  do  not  struggle 
with  sufficient  consistency  against  those  forces  in  Jewish  life 
which  stand  in  the  way  of  Jewish  people’s  unity.  On  the  con- 
trary, instead  of  fighting,  they  waver  and  frequently  yield. 
Therefore  we  say  that  one  of  the  central  problems  of  Jewish 
people’s  unity  in  America  today  is  to  find  the  way  to  over- 
come the  weaknesses  of  those  elements  in  Jewish  life  who 
vacillate  on  the  question  of  Jewish  people’s  unity. 


The  Enemies  of  Jewish  Unify  Musi  Be  Isolated 

The  answer  to  the  problem  of  how  to  strengthen  the  hands 
of  the  weak  and  wavering  is  to  isolate  the  enemies  of  Jewish 
people’s  unity,  separate  them  from  the  Jewish  people,  and 
cut  off  their  influence  from  Jewish  life.  This  conclusion  must 
be  drawn  because  the  chief  reason  for  the  vacillation  on  the 
part  of  influential  Jewish  leaders  on  the  question  of  Jewish 
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unity  lies  in  the  pressure  and  terror  of  the  enemies  of  Jewish 
people’s  unity.  Who  the  enemies  are  is  quite  well  known  to- 
day. They  are  the  Jewish  “Red-baiters,”  they  are  the  stubborn 
inciters  against  the  Soviet  Union,  and  all  the  elements  in 
Jewish  life  who  place  their  own  partisan  and  sectarian  clique 
interests  above  the  interests  of  the  American  nation  as  a whole, 
above  the  interests  of  the  United  Nations.  They  are  the  ele- 
ments who  do  not  stop  at  anything  to  prevent  complete  Jew- 
ish people’s  unity. 

The  chief  center  of  these  enemies  of  Jewish  people’s  unity 
is  to  be  found,  as  is  known,  in  the  present  leadership  of  the 
Forward.  We  need  not  prove  this  here,  though  one  of  our 
chief  tasks  is  to  make  this  fact  known  to  the  general  Jewish 
public  and  to  see  to  it  that  all  Jews  understand  it  clearly . The 
“Red-baiting”  tactic  of  the  present  Forward  leadership, 
which  is  analogous  politically  to  the  conduct  of  the  Dies  Com- 
mittee, is  literally  poisoning  Jewish  life  in  America.  The  line 
of  constant  incitement  against  the  Soviet  Union,  which  the 
Forward  pursues  daily,  is  a menace  to  the  Jews  and  a menace 
to  America.  The  persecution  and  terrorization  by  the  For- 
ward leadership  of  every  Jewish  leader  who  dares  to  work 
for  Jewish  people’s  unity  are  one  of  the  chief  obstacles  to  the 
unification  of  our  people  in  this  war.  This  is  chiefly  true  of 
most  of  the  vacillation  of  influential  Jewish  leaders  in  America 
on  the  question  of  Jewish  people’s  unity.  Their  wavering 
stems  from  the  pressure  and  the  terror  of  the  present  leader- 
ship of  the  Forward. 

When  we  speak  therefore  of  isolating  the  enemies  of  Jewish 
people’s  unity  from  the  Jewish  people,  we  mean  primarily  and 
chiefly  the  present  leadership  of  the  Forward.  But  this  is  not 
all.  In  many  other  Jewish  organizations  there  are  elements 
who  follow  a political  line  similar  to  the  one  practiced  by  the 
Forward.  We  find  such  elements,  also,  as  already  mentioned, 
in  the  American  Jewish  Congress,  where  some  of  the  leaders 
of  the  Poale-Zion  pursue  the  same  tactics  of  division  employed 
by  the  Forward  leadership— for  example,  in  the  Jewish 
Labor  Committee.  This  is  no  accident.  The  dominant  lead- 

40  . 


ership  of  the  Poale-Zion  works  hand  in  hand,  on  many  matters, 
with  the  leadership  of  the  Forward. 

Enemies  of  Jewish  people’s  unity  can  also  be  found  in  the 
Zionist  movement  in  America  and  in  circles  of  the  American 
Jewish  Committee.  In  each  case,  the  policy  of  these  elements  is 
similar  to  the  policy  of  the  Forward  leadership,  and  in  most 
cases,  a close  alliance  exists  between  these  elements  and  the 
Forward  leadership. 

It  is  therefore  no  exaggeration  to  say  that  the  chief  source 
and  center  of  opposition  to  Jewish  people’s  unity  is  to  be 
found  in  the  present  leadership  of  the  Forward . From  this 
we  draw  the  only  possible  practical  conclusion,  and  that  is: 
to  overcome  the  weaknesses  of  those  elements  in  Jewish  life 
who  waver  on  the  question  of  people’s  unity  we  must  isolate 
the  leadership  of  the  Forward  from  the  Jewish  people,  and 
we  must  cut  off  its  influence  from  Jewish  life. 

There  are  those  who  say  that  the  weaknesses  of  those  who 
waver  and  hesitate  on  the  question  of  Jewish  people’s  unity 
stem  not  from  the  Forward  terror,  but  from  something  else. 
It  is  claimed  that  the  reason  why  influential  friends  of  Jewish 
unity  waver  on  this  question  is  the  fact  that  these  elements 
are  really  not  anti-fascist,  certainly  not  consistent  anti-fascists. 
We  do  not  agree  with  this  opinion,  though  we  recognize  that 
there  is  a kernel  of  truth  in  it.  But  a kernel  of  truth  is  not  the 
whole  truth. 

It  is  true  that  many  of  those  who  waver  are  in  reality  not 
anti-fascists  in  principle.  And  it  is  certainly  true  that  those 
who  waver  are  not  consistent  anti-fascists.  This  fact  certainly 
has  much  to  do  with  their  wavering,  but  it  is  not  the  only 
reason  for  their  vacillation  at  the  present  moment,  certain! v 
not  the  chief  reason.  The  chief  reason,  as  was  already  men- 
tioned, is  the  influence,  the  terror  and  the  pressure  which  the 
enemies  of  Jewish  people’s  unity  exert  upon  these  elements. 
The  chief  cause  at  the  present  time  is  the  pressure  and  terror 
exerted  by  the  Forward  leadership.  We  must  not  forget  this. 

Look  again  at  the  situation  of  the  Jewish  labor  movement 
in  America.  Is  it  not  a fact  that  not  only  the  Jewish  masses  but 
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also  the  overwhelming  majority  of  their  leaders  are  against 
fascism  and  for  Jewish  people’s  unity?  This  is  a fact  which  no 
one  can  deny,  and  yet  we  have  a Jewish  Labor  Committee 
which  embraces  the  majority  of  organized  Jewish  workers,  and 
this  Committee  in  practice  is  an  obstacle  to  Jewish  people’s 
unity.  What  is  the  reason? 

The  answer  is  to  be  found  in  the  fact  that  among  the  leaders 
of  the  organized  Jewish  workers  in  America  there  are  still 
many  influential  people  who  permit  themselves  to  be  paralyzed 
and  terrorized  by  the  Forward  leadership.  True,  there  are, 
fortunately,  also  other  leaders  of  organized  Jewish  workers,  for 
example  Ben  Gold,  president  of  the  International  Fur  and 
Leather  Workers  Union.  Labor  leadership  of  this  type  really 
represents  the  consistent  anti-fascist  forces  among  the  Jewish 
workers.  In  the  trade  union  movement  in  America  there  are 
many  prominent  leaders  of  the  same  political  tendencies  as 
Ben  Gold.  But  unfortunately  this  tendency  still  represents  a 
minority  among  the  Jewish  people.  The  majority  of  Jewish 
labor  leaders  still  are  of  the  type  who  permit  themselves  to 
be  influenced  by  the  Forward  terror,  even  though  their  own 
political  orientation  leads  them  in  the  direction  of  Jewish 
people's  unity.  When  we  take  all  this  into  consideration,  we 
must  once  again  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  chief  cause 
at  the  present  time  for  the  wavering  and  weaknesses  of  many 
Jewish  leaders  is  to  be  found  in  the  terror  and  pressure  of  the 
enemies  of  Jewish  people’s  unity— by  the  present  leadership 
of  the  Forward  and  the  elements  politically  aligned  with  it. 
This  means  that  if  we  wish  to  help  those  who  waver,  to  over- 
come their  weaknesses,  we  must  fight  to  isolate  the  Forward 
leadership  from  Jewish  life. 

From  what  we  have  said  above,  we  do  not  wish  to  convey 
the  impression  that  the  Forward  leadership  is  all-powerful. 
It  would  be  bad,  indeed,  if  we  exaggerated  the  power  and  in- 
fluence of  the  ForiOard  leadership  and  underrated  the  power 
of  the  unity  forces  in  Jewish  life.  The  fact  is  that  the  process 
of  isolating  the  present  Forward  leadership  has  already 
begun.  We  could  illustrate  this  point  from  many  events  that 
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have  happened  in  the  last  few  months  to  prove  that  cold  winds 
have  begun  to  blow  around  the  enemies  of  Jewish  people’s 
unity.  More  than  that.  We  could  also  prove  that  the  For- 
ward leadership  itself  has  already  begun  to  feel  the  first 
signs  of  the  coming  isolation.  The  best  proof  is  to  be  found  in 
the  fact  that  the  Forward  leadership  has  been  hesitating  to 
let  the  Chanins  take  the  limelight  too  much.  Further  proof 
is  to  be  found  in  the  fact  that  Abe  Cahan,  editor  of  the  For- 
ward, himself  found  it  necessary  to  declare  openly  (cf.  For- 
ward, December  13,  1942)  that  their  intent  and  purpose  are  of 
the  highest,  that  they  are  really  the  best  friends  of  the  Soviet 
Union— not  just  fellow  travelers,  of  which  they  accuse  Zhitlow- 
sky,  but  true  “co-fighters.”  What  does  all  this  prove?  It  does 
not  prove,  as  some  may  think,  that  Abe  Cahan  has  changed  his 
line,  so  to  speak.  Such  a thought  would  be  a serious  mistake. 
It  does  mean,  however,  that  these  people  have  begun  to  feel 
the  danger  of  the  oncoming  isolation  and  have  decided  that 
they  must  be  a bit  more  careful.  This  means  that  they  intend 
to  continue  their  old  divisive  work  with  somewhat  different 
methods. 

A few  words  should  be  said  in  regard  to  these  methods.  In 
the  declaration  which  Abe  Cahan  made  on  the  13th  of  Decem- 
ber, he  tried  to  create  the  impression  that  the  Communists 
and  the  anti-fascists  generally  are  waging  a war  against  the 
Forward  because  it  is  a Social-Democratic  paper.  According 
to  Abe  Cahan  it  would  seem  that  the  Communists  persecute 
him  because  he  will  not  become  a Communist.  He  indicates 
that  clearly  and  keeps  insisting  that  he  wants  to  remain  a 
Social-Democrat.  He  does  not  wish  to  become  a Communist. 
All  that  he  wants  is  to  be  allowed  to  be  a collaborator  with 
the  Soviet  Union.  This  is  a new  method,  a new  trick,  a new 
maneuver  for  the  same  old  splitting  purpose— not  to  permit 
the  unity  of  the  Jewish  people. 

What  is  the  truth?  First,  that  the  Communists  and  the  Jew- 
ish anti-fascists  generally  are  struggling  against  the  present 
leadership  of  the  Forward.  They  are  not  struggling  against  the 
Forward  as  a newspaper  or  Jewish  social  institution.  Let  us 
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bear  this  clearly  in  mind.  Second,  the  Jewish  Communists  and 
anti-fascists  generally  are  not  struggling  against  the  present 
Forward  leadership  because  it  is  Social-Democratic.  By  no 
means.  They  are  struggling  against  that  leadership  because  it 
acts  as  an  enemy  of  Jewish  people's  unity.  Let  us  bear  this 
clearly  in  mind  too. 

Abe  Cahan's  fairy  tale,  to  the  effect  that  the  Communists  are 
trying  to  make  a Communist  out  of  him,  will  fool  nobody. 
We  know  many  Communists,  but  we  never  met  a Communist 
yet  who  wanted  Abe  Cahan  in  his  party.  More  important  is 
the  fact  that  it  is  now  ten  years  since  the  Communist  move- 
ment the  world  over  has  been  pursuing  a constant  policy  of 
collaborating  with  people  of  all  political  tendencies,  especially 
with  Social-Democrats,  for  the  general  purpose  of  fighting 
fascism.  The  entire  world  knows  this.  But  Abe  Cahan  wants 
to  tell  the  world  that  the  American  Jewish  Communists  are 
persecuting  him  because  he  insists  on  remaining  a Social- 
Democrat! 

There  is  still  another  matter  which  must  be  clearly  estab- 
lished. The  American  Jewish  Communists  have  long  ago  taken 
the  position  that  questions  of  ideology— for  example  Com- 
munism or  Social-Democratism— must  not  be  made,  at  the 
present  time,  matters  of  sharp  conflict  among  the  masses,  but 
rather  that  all  forces  must  be  concentrated  on  the  struggle 
against  fascism.  It  must  be  understood  thereby,  however,  that 
Communists  remain  principled  and  consistent  opponents  of 
Social-Democratism  as  an  ideology,  and  that  on  appropriate 
occasions,  Communists  and  Social-Democrats  may  have  friend- 
ly exchanges  of  opinion  on  ideological  questions  when  this 
can  be  done  in  a way  that  will  not  create  conflicts  among 
the  masses  or  draw  their  attention  away  from  the  main 
struggle. 

This  does  not  in  any  way  contradict  the  main  line  of  the 
Communists,  which  demands  labor  unity  and  people's  unity 
to  win  the  war  and  to  stamp  out  fascism.  On  the  contrary, 
this  is  precisely  the  main  line.  The  question  therefore  remains, 
what  reality  is  there  behind  Abe  Cahan's  fairy  tale  that  the 
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Communists  fight  the  Forward  because  it  is  Social-Demo- 
cratic? It  has  no  basis  in  reality. 

The  Communists  are  waging  a struggle,  not  against  the 
Forward  but  against  the  present  leadership  of  the  Forward. 
All  anti-fascists  do  this.  In  increasing  measure,  the  masses 
of  the  Jewish  people  and  their  leaders  will  do  this,  and 
they  will  do  this  because  the  present  leadership  of  the  For - 
ward  constitutes  the  chief  obstacle  and  menace  to  Jewish 
people’s  unity. 

It  is  time,  therefore,  that  those  who  are  truly  for  Jewish 
people’s  unity,  but  who  waver  because  of  pressure  from  the 
Forward , should  cease  to  fear  the  Forward  terror.  The 
Jewish  workers  and  the  Jewish  masses  generally  should  say  to 
those  of  their  leaders  who  permit  themselves  to  be  influenced 
by  the  Forward:  Become  free  people,  do  as  your  loyalty  to 
the  Jewish  people  tells  you  and  help  build  Jewish  unity. 

It  is  clear  that  in  Jewish  public  opinion,  the  consciousness 
is  growing  that  it  is  necessary  to  be  separated  from  the  enemies 
of  Jewish  people’s  unity.  There  are  many  examples  to  prove 
this.  Not  long  ago,  the  Day  found  it  necessary  to  answer 
sharply  the  shameful  attack  which  the  Forward  launched 
against  the  Zionists,  and  especially  against  Dr.  Chaim  Weiz- 
mann,  because  the  latter  sent  greetings  to  a meeting  for  Jewish 
people’s  unity  which  took  place  in  Carnegie  Hall  under  the 
auspices  of  the  Committee  of  Jewish  Writers  and  Artists.  It 
must  be  said,  in  passing,  that  these  attacks  against  the  Zionists 
have  been  conducted  by  the  Forward  systematically  and  not 
incidentally.  Apparently  the  Forward  has  set  itself  the  task 
of  not  allowing  the  Zionists  to  become  more  closely  aligned 
with  the  people’s  movement  for  unity. 

Apparently  the  Day  understood  this,  like  many  others, 
and  the  reply  of  the  Day  to  the  Forward  attack  is  only 
an  indication  of  what  Jewish  life  generally  will  have  to  tell 
the  Forward , clearly  and  plainly,  and  the  sooner  the  better. 

The  time  has  come  when  every  self-respecting  Jew  must  do 
everything  in  his  power  to  see  to  it  that  the  enemies  of  Jewish 
people’s  unity,  and  especially  the  group  which  now  rule  the 
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Forward , should  stand  alone.  To  those  who  waver  and  hesi- 
tate to  break  off  relations  with  the  enemes  of  Jewish  unity 
and  to  separate  themselves  from  them— to  these  the  Jewish 
masses  must  say:  Stop  wavering,  march  forward  with  courage 
and  determination,  without  fear  of  the  Forward . Help  unify 
all  the  Jews  to  save  the  future  of  our  people. 

Some  Questions  Concerning  Zionism,  the  Jewish  Army 
and  Palestine 

Some  think  that  if  the  premise  is  accepted  that  the  Jews  of 
America  have  to  help  build  the  Jewish  national  community  in 
Palestine,  this  means  that  the  Zionist  position  has  been  ac- 
cepted. This  would  mean  that  thereby  Zionism  is  accepted. 
To  that  we  have  to  answer  that  this  is  entirely  not  so.  The 
Jewish  Yishuv  in  Palestine  is  one  thing,  Zionism  is  another. 
Perhaps  this  was  not  always  so,  but  in  the  last  years  this  is 
quite  definitely  the  fact. 

Zionism  is  a political  and  ideological  orientation  in  Jewish 
life.  Its  creators  are  bourgeois  and  petty-bourgeois  Jewish 
nationalists  who,  on  the  question  of  Palestine,  hold  to  the 
dogma  that  with  the  upbuilding  of  a Jewish  homeland  in 
Palestine,  the  Jewish  question  the  world  over  will  be  solved. 
Zionism  is  also  a political  movement  and  a political  party, 
which  pursues  a special  party  policy  on  the  question  of  Pales- 
tine. We  need  hardly  prove  that  the  majority  of  the  Jewish 
people,  and  among  them  the  Communists  also,  who  feel  close 
to  the  Jewish  community  in  Palestine,  have  not  thereby  ac- 
cepted Zionism  as  a nationalist  ideology,  nor  Zionism  as  a 
political  movement.  The  Jewish  community  in  Palestine  is 
an  entirely  different  matter. 

The  Jewish  community  in  Palestine  is  part  and  parcel  of 
the  entire  Jewish  people.  Consequently,  the  interests  and  the 
welfare  of  this  section  of  our  people  are  near  and  dear  to  the 
Jews  of  all  other  parts  of  the  world,  regardless  of  the  order  or 
system  in  which  they  live. 

Especially  since,  during  recent  years,  it  has  become  clear 
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that  the  Jews  in  Palestine  are  building  a free  and  organized 
national  life  for  themselves  in  which  there  are  the  possibilities 
that,  with  time,  there  will  emerge  a new  form  of  Jewish  na- 
tional existence  for  the  Jews  living  in  Palestine.  Among  the 
chief  conditions  for  the  translation  of  these  possibilities  into 
reality  are  first,  the  victory  of  the  United  Nations  over  fascism 
and  secondly,  brotherly  and  friendly  collaboration  between  the 
Jews  in  Palestine  with  the  Arabs  in  Palestine  and  with  the 
Arabs  of  all  other  countries. 

This  is  not  Zionism.  This  is  something  quite  different.  This 
does  not  uphold  the  Zionist  dogma  that  in  Palestine  there  can 
be  built  a homeland  for  the  Jewish  people  the  world  over. 
This  also  does  not  mean  the  acceptance  of  the  bourgeois  na- 
tionalist ideology  of  Zionism,  which  contradicts  the  interna- 
tionalist ideology  of  the  working  class  and  which  also  is  not 
in  keeping  with  the  interests  of  the  Jewish  people.  But  it  does 
mean  the  acceptance  of  an  orientation  toward  the  Jewish 
community  in  Palestine  which  today  is  already  supported  by 
the  greatest  majority  of  the  Jewish  people,  and  that  we  have 
to  help  build  and  strengthen  this  community.  As  to  the  Jew- 
ish question  in  all  countries,  it  is  a different  problem  which 
will  have  to  be  solved  and  will  be  solved  in  a completely  dif- 
ferent fashion. 

For  instance,  in  the  Soviet  Union  the  Jewish  question  has 
already  received  its  complete  solution.  The  solution  is  built 
on  the  principle  of  complete  equality  of  all  peoples  and  na- 
tions in  the  Soviet  Union.  There  a socialist  society  was  built, 
and  on  this  foundation  they  are  developing  various  national 
cultures  which  are  socialist  in  content  and  national  in  form, 
according  to  the  principle  which  Stalin  has  formulated. 

In  the  Soviet  Union  the  Jews  are  developing  various  forms 
of  national  existence.  In  some  parts  of  the  Soviet  Union  the 
Jews  live  as  a national  minority,  greater  or  smaller  in  number. 
On  the  other  hand,  in  Biro-Bidjan,  we  are  witnessing  the 
process  of  the  development  of  a completely  different  form  of 
national  Jewish  existence.  There  the  perspective  exists  that  a 
compact  mass  of  Jews  will  aggregate  on  a definite  part  of 
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Soviet  territory,  from  which,  with  time,  there  can  grow  a new 
form  of  full  national  existence. 

Quite  different  is  the  condition  of  the  Jews  in  America,  who 
are  apparently  in  the  process  of  developing  a specific  form  of 
Jewish  people’s  existence,  which  differs  fully  from  the  Jewish 
national  minorities  of  the  capitalist  countries  in  Europe,  and 
is  also  not  similar  to  the  forms  of  national  life  which  the  Jews 
have  evolved  in  the  Soviet  Union  or  in  Palestine. 

We  have,  in  other  words,  a varied  picture  of  many  forms 
of  national  and  people’s  life,  which  the  Jews  are  developing 
in  different  parts  of  the  world,  and  which  are  dependent,  to 
a great  extent,  on  the  social  and  political  conditions  in  the 
countries  in  which  this  section  or  the  other  section  of  the 
Jewish  people  lives.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  the  Zionist  party 
solution  for  the  Jewish  question  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
attitude  toward  Palestine  and  to  the  Jewish  question  as  a 
whole,  which  is  today  being  accepted  by  the  greatest  majority 
of  the  Jewish  people  in  all  countries,  and  that  it  is  possible 
and  necessary  to  support  the  Jewish  community  in  Palestine, 
irrespective  of  whether  one  is  a Zionist  or  not  a Zionist. 

There  is  such  a thing  as  a Jewish  people’s  attitude  to  the 
Palestine  Jewish  community,  which  is  neither  Zionist  nor 
anti-Zionist.  This  is  a stand  which  the  movement  of  Jewish 
people’s  unity  should  and  can  accept.  We  uphold  this  position. 
This  is  a position  which  is  intimately  connected  with  the 
question  of  winning  the  war  and  of  creating  a people’s  unity 
among  the  Jews  which  will  enable  them  to  make  their  greatest 
and  most  notable  contribution  to  victory. 

It  is  also  asked  if  it  is  necessary  to  support  the  proposal  for 
a Jewish  army,  if  this  people’s  attitude  to  Palestine  is  accepted. 
The  answer  to  this  is:  it  depends  upon  what  is  meant  by  a 
Jewish  army. 

If  the  forming  of  a Jewish  army  of  all  Jews  throughout  the 
world  is  meant,  which  would  join  the  armies  of  the  United 
Nations  in  the  same  way  as  the  armies  of  the  Soviet  Union, 
America  or  England,  then  the  answer  is:  No. 

The  idea  of  such  an  army  cannot  be  supported  and  the 
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majority  of  the  Jewish  people  actually  do  not  support  it.  The 
Jewish  people  see  quite  clearly  that  such  an  army  is  an  illu- 
sion. Jews  fight  in  the  armies  of  the  countries  in  which  they 
are  citizens  and  in  which  they  will  continue  to  live  after  the 
war.  And  this  should  really  be  so.  Therefore  there  can  be  no 
talk  about  a Jewish  army  for  the  Jews  of  the  entire  world. 
Such  a proposal  contains  very  serious  dangers  which  we  have 
to  guard  against,  although  the  motives  of  those  who  propose 
such  an  army  can  be  the  best  in  the  world.  The  proposal  for 
such  an  army,  among  other  things,  carries  the  danger  that  it 
questions  the  citizenship  and  the  national  rights  of  the  Jewish 
masses  in  the.  countries  in  which  they  have  lived  up  to  now 
and  in  which  they  will  continue  to  live,  regardless  of  what  the 
future  of  the  Jewish  national  community  in  Palestine  will  be. 

But  there  is  also  a proposal  and  a demand  for  another  sort 
of  army.  We  mean  here  the  demand  which  comes  from  the 
Jewish  community  in  Palestine  itself.  What  is  it?  They  de- 
mand that  the  Jewish  national  community  in  Palestine  should 
be  given  the  possibility  to  participate  militarily  in  the  war, 
first,  to  the  extent  of  its  forces  and  second,  that  the  participa- 
tion should  be  organized  in  such  a way  that  Jewish  military 
divisions,  organized  by  the  Palestine  Yishuv,  should  take  part 
on  the  battlefields  together  with  the  British  and  other  armies 
of  the  United  Nations. 

This,  as  you  can  see,  is  an  entirely  different  matter.  This 
deals  with  the  military  participation  in  the  war,  not  of  the 
Jews  of  the  entire  world,  but  of  the  Jewish  national  com- 
munity in  Palestine.  This  deals  with  the  national  demands 
and  rights  of  the  Palestine  Yishuv,  and  when  we  support  the 
Jewish  national  community  in  Palestine  and  its  national  rights 
this  demand  should  likewise  be  supported. 

We  have  to  add  one  important,  principled  point  which 
the  movement  for  Jewish  people's  unity  must  insist  upon. 
That  point  is  that  the  same  right  to  participate  in  a full  de- 
gree in  the  war  against  fascism  must  be  guaranteed  to  the 
Arabs  in  Palestine  and  all  the  other  Arab  nations.  More  than 
this,  the  United  Nations  must  take  all  steps  to  draw  in  the 
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Arab  peoples  as  intimately  and  closely  as  possible  into  the  war 
together  with  the  Jews,  and  also  adopt  all  measures  to  create 
brotherly  bonds  between  the  Jews  and  the  Arabs. 

Another  question  is  asked.  If  this  should  be  the  attitude  of 
the  movement  of  Jewish  people’s  unity  to  Palestine  and  to  the 
Jewish  army,  is  it  possible  for  Zionists  and  non-Zionists  to 
work  together?  The  answer  to  this  is  simply  “yes.”  Zionists  and 
non-Zionists,  the  entire  Jewish  people,  can  very  definitely 
work  and  fight  together.  The  fact  is  that  such  collaboration  has 
already  begun.  Zionists,  although  not  all  of  them,  have 
already  seen  that  Jewish  people’s  unity  is  necessary  and  that 
such  unity  is  possible  only  on  a platform  which  can  unite  all 
Jews.  This  cannot  be  the  Zionist  party  platform,  nor  the 
position  of  the  anti-Zionists.  It  can  only  be  a Jewish  people’s 
platform,  one  which  receives  and  will  receive  the  support  of 
the  entire  people. 

It  is  therefore  clear  that  Zionists  and  non-Zionists  must  put 
aside  their  ideological  differences  and  subordinate  their  special 
party  interests  and  must  come  together  on  such  demands  and 
on  such  policies  which  all  Jews  will  support.  From  what  has 
been  said  previously,  it  is  clear  that  on  the  question  of  the 
Jewish  national  community  in  Palestine  as  well  as  on  the 
question  of  a Jewish  army,  the  Jewish  people  of  all  countries 
can  unite  on  a policy  of  support  to  the  Jewish  Yishuv,  on  a 
policy  which  simultaneously  seeks  to  defend  Jewish  interests, 
general,  democratic  and  national,  in  all  the  other  countries, 
according  to  the  conditions  under  which  the  Jews  live  and 
according  to  the  forms  of  national  existence  which  they  can 
develop  there. 

And  now  the  last  question  which  we  want  to  deal  with  here. 
It  is  asked:  Upon  whom  shall  the  Jews  orientate  on  the  ques- 
tion of  the  future  of  the  Jewish  community  in  Palestine?  Shall 
they  orientate  on  England,  or  America  or  the  Soviet  Union? 
It  is  known  that  in  Zionist  ranks  there  are  various  tendencies, 
some  of  which  emphasize  a second  country  or  a third.  From 
this  some  conclude  that  since  there  is  no  unity  on  this  ques- 
tion among  the  Zionists  themselves,  how  can  unity  of  all  Jews 
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be  expected  on  this  question? 

To  this  question,  too,  there  is  a simple  answer.  Life  has 
already  demonstrated  that  the  Jewish  people  orientate  them- 
selves, and  must  orientate  themselves,  not  upon  any  one  of 
these  three  great  democratic  countries,  but  on  all  three . 

The  Jewish  people  must  orientate  themselves  upon  the 
coalition  of  England,  the  Soviet  Union  and  America,  the  coali- 
tion which  builds  and  leads  the  United  Nations.  The  question 
is  clear.  Whatever  hopes  the  Jews  have  for  the  future,  their 
first  task  is  to  guarantee  that  there  will  be  Jews  in  the  world 
who  will  be  able  to  have  a future.  This  means  first  of  all  win- 
ning the  war  and  destroying  fascism,  and  together  with  it— 
anti-Semitism.  If  this  is  accepted  as  the  starting  point  of  all 
our  discussions,  then  it  is  clear  that  Jewish  hopes  must  be  based 
upon  the  chief  forces  which  lead  to  victory  and  which  will 
achieve  victory.  That  is  the  Anglo-Soviet-American  coalition. 
The  Jewish  people  are  therefore  interested,  together  with  all 
other  freedom-loving  peoples,  that  this  coalition  should  con- 
tinue, that  it  should  be  strengthened,  that  it  should  fight  in 
coalition  on  the  battlefields  and  that  it  should  be  continued 
after  victory.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  on  this  question  too, 
there  can  be  full  Jewish  people’s  unity,  in  which  Zionists,  Com- 
munists, Socialists,  religious  Jews,  and  all  other  Jews  can 
work  together. 
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III.  THE  ROLE  OF  THE  CONSISTENT  ANTI-FASCISTS  IN 
JEWISH  PEOPLE'S  UNITY 

1 T MUST  BE  UNDERSTOOD  that  in  the  movement  for 
Jewish  people's  unity,  as  in  American  national  unity  generally, 
there  are  different  classes,  groups  and  political  tendencies.  All 
are  united  in  the  general  determination  to  triumph  over  the 
enemies  of  our  country  and  our  people.  This  is  the  chief  factor 
which  makes  possible  the  national  unity  of  America,  in  gen- 
eral, and  people's  unity  of  the  American  Jews,  in  particular. 
This  does  not  mean,  however,  that  all  classes,  groups  and 
political  tendencies  which  enter  into  national  or  people’s 
unity,  possess  the  same  degree  of  ability  to  wage  a consistent 
struggle  against  fascism.  To  hold  this  view  would  not  be  cor- 
rect, for  it  is  well  known  that  in  American  national  unity  and 
in  Jewish  people's  unity  there  are  some  groups  and  tendencies 
that  are  more  democratic  and  more  consistently  anti-fascist 
than  others.  It  is  also  well  known  that  the  laboring  sections 
of  the  people  are  generally  more  democratic  and  more  strongly 
anti-fascist  than  the  non-laboring  classes.  Moreover,  among 
the  non-laboring  classes  there  are  sections  that  are  more  demo- 
cratic than  others. 

From  the  above,  it  should  be  clear  that  we  are  fully  justified 
in  speaking  of  the  role  which  the  consistent  anti-fascists  must 
play  in  regard  to  Jewish  people's  unity.  We  maintain  that  the 
anti-fascist  forces  in  Jewish  life  stem,  in  the  main,  from  the 
Jewish  workers,  from  the  poorer  sections  of  the  Jewish  people 
generally  and  from  certain  sections  of  the  Jewish  intelli- 
gentsia. 

These  are  forces  which,  by  virtue  of  their  social  and  political 
status,  are  compelled  to  take  a position  demanding  a struggle 
against  fascism  to  the  very  end.  They  are,  therefore,  the  prin- 
cipal consistent  opponents  of  fascism.  From  this  we  conclude 
that  these  are  precisely  the  forces  in  Jewish  life  which  can 
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give  Jewish  people’s  unity  the  greatest  stability  and  the  great- 
est strength. 

If  this  is  so,  it  follows  that  the  first  task  of  the  anti-fascist 
forces  in  Jewish  life  is  to  help  build  and  strengthen  Jewish 
people’s  unity.  Their  first  and  foremost  task  is  to  support 
every  movement  among  the  Jews,  every  action  of  Jewish  organ- 
izations, which  defends  Jewish  interests  and  which  moves  in 
the  direction  of  building  Jewish  people's  unity . 

However,  we  must  discuss  this  problem  a little  more  ac- 
curately and  concretely.  Jewish  people’s  unity  in  America  has 
already  reached  quite  a high  level.  We  must  therefore  say 
that  it  is  the  task  of  the  Jewish  anti-fascists  to  support  espe- 
cially those  elements  in  Jewish  life  which  have  the  power  to 
take  the  initiative  to  unite  all  sections  of  the  Jewish  people 
and  which  are  in  a position  successfully  to  follow  through 
that  initiative. 

Do  we  have  such  elements  in  America?  Our  answer  is,  yes. 
We  contend  that  the  leading  elements  of  the  American  Jewish 
Congress  find  themselves,  thanks  to  a variety  of  reasons,  in  a 
position  which  enables  them  really  to  assume  the  initiative 
to  realize  complete  Jewish  people’s  unity.  Of  course  we  know 
that  in  the  American  Jewish  Congress  there  are  elements 
which  are  hostile  to  the  idea  of  Jewish  people’s  unity.  We 
already  pointed  this  out.  We  also  know,  however,  that  these 
divisive  elements  are  not  among  the  decisive  forces  in  the 
American  Jewish  Congress  and  that  it  is  therefore  possible, 
with  a little  effort,  to  overcome  their  opposition— especially  if 
the  unity  forces  in  the  American  Jewish  Congress  should  in- 
sist on  their  policy  of  unity,  and  fight  for  it  energetically  and 
boldly,  and  receive  the  help  of  the  masses  of  Jews  and  of  all 
other  organized  tendencies  in  Jewish  life.  Then,  certainly  the 
leadership  of  the  American  Jewish  Congress  would  realize  a 
historic  task,  and  become  the  leading  force  in  the  process  of 
unifying  Jewish  life  in  America  and  in  bringing  about  Jewish 
people’s  unity  generally. 

Does  this  mean  that  we  entirely  discount  the  Jewish  workers, 
trade  unions,  and  the  Jewish  labor  leaders?  Definitely  not. 
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The  Jewish  workers,  whom  we  consider  the  very  backbone  of 
our  people  and  the  surest  guarantee  of  our  future,  should  and 
must  play  a decisive  role  in  the  building  of  Jewish  people's 
unity  in  American  and  in  the  whole  world.  We  set  this  down 
as  a principle  from  which  there  can  be  no  swerving.  But  this 
is  not  to  say  that  at  this  time  the  Jewish  workers  in  America 
are  in  a position  that  would  enable  them  to  assume  the  in- 
itiative to  bring  about  people’s  unity.  This  is  not  the  case. 

The  organized  Jewish  workers  still  constitute  a minority 
among  Jews.  This  is  point  number  one.  Our  second  point  is 
that  the  Jewish  workers  have  not  yet  reached  the  level  of  de- 
velopment which  would  make  the  great  majority  of  our  people 
recognize  the  workers  as  its  leading  force.  We  have  not  yet 
reached  this  stage.  Point  number  three  is  that  the  Jewish 
workers  themselves  are  not  united  today,  but  on  the  contrary, 
are  greatly  divided.  True,  the  fault  does  not  lie  with  the  work- 
ers themselves.  This  we  know.  The  responsibility  rests  with 
those  elements  in  the  Jewish  labor  movement  which  are  a 
section  of  the  Forward  leadership,  or  which  are  dominated 
by  the  Forward.  These  are  chiefly  the  forces  which  stand  in 
the  way  of  the  unity  of  the  Jewish  workers.  It  is  clear,  there- 
fore, that  a working  class  which  is  itself  not  united  is  in  no 
position  lo  assume  the  leading  initiative  to  unite  the  entire 
Jewish  people,  even  if  all  other  conditions  were  favorable  for 
such  a step.  And  we  have  already  seen  that  the  other  condi- 
tions are  not  yet  favorable  for  such  a step. 

Does  this  mean  that  the  Jewish  workers  and  their  organ- 
izations today  can  and  must  play  only  a minor  role  in  the 
movement  of  Jewish  people’s  unity?  Certainly  not.  No  matter 
how  difficult  the  internal  situation  among  the  Jewish  workers, 
from  the  viewpoint  of  labor  unity,  the  situation  is  such,  never- 
theless, that  the  Jewish  workers  of  America  can  play  an  im- 
portant and  decisive  role  in  the  struggle  for  Jewish  people’s 
unity.  The  greater  the  number  of  Jewish  workers  and  their 
organizations  that  will  be  drawn  actively  into  this  unity,  and 
the  greater  the  number  of  Jewish  labor  leaders  who  will  come 
forward  actively  in  the  struggle  for  Jewish  interests  and  for 
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the  unity  of  the  Jewish  people,  the  greater  and  more  decisive 
will  be  the  role  which  the  Jewish  workers  will  play  in  Jewish 
people’s  unity.  In  other  words,  though  the  Jewish  workers  in 
America  cannot  now  be  the  leading  initiators  and  decisive 
leaders  of  Jewish  people’s  unity,  they  can  and  must  become  a 
decisive  and  leading  factor  in  that  unity  together  with  all 
other  classes  and  sections  of  the  Jewish  people.  In  brief,  the 
Jewish  workers , their  organizations  and  their  leaders,  must 
and  can  become  important  and  leading  participants  and  part- 
ners in  Jewish  people's  unity. 

The  question,  however,  is  how  can  this  be  achieved?  We 
have  already  indicated  the  answer  previously.  We  have  said 
that  the  Jewish  workers  and  especially  the  Jewish  anti-fascists 
must  exert  their  utmost  influence  to  see  to  it  that  the  Ameri- 
can Jewish  Congress  and  the  social  groups  which  are  close  to 
it,  assume  the  initiative  to  create  such  a Jewish  partnership, 
such  Jewish  unity,  such  Jewish  people’s  unity. 

If  one  should  ask  why  the  American  Jewish  Congress,  our 
answer  is  brief.  First,  the  American  Jewish  Congress  represents 
varied  masses  of  American  Jews,  native  and  immigrant.  Sec- 
ond, it  is  in  such  a position,  politically  and  socially,  as  to  be 
able  to  enter  readily  into  relations,  and  to  strengthen  those 
relations,  with  the  Jewish  workers,  as  well  as  with  the  very 
wealthy  sections  of  the  American  Jewish  people.  It  can  do  so 
precisely  because  it  represents  primarily  sections  of  the  Jewish 
middle  class,  and  also  a small  section  of  workers.  In  the  third 
place,  the  Congress  is  Jewish  nationally-minded,  and  though 
its  leadership  is  largely  Zionist,  it  is  nevertheless  not  a Zionist 
organization.  With  regard  to  questions  of  Palestine  and  Zion- 
ism, the  leaders  of  the  American  Jewish  Congress  were  always 
compelled  to  reckon  seriously  with  the  opinion  of  the 
people  as  regards  Palestine,  and  not  so  much  with  the  special 
party  interests  of  the  Zionist  organization.  In  the  fourth 
place,  and  this  is  perhaps  the  most  important  from  a 
practical  viewpoint,  the  American  Jewish  Congress  today 
is  the  only  nationally  recognized  leading  general  Jewish 
mass  organization  and  movement  which  endeavors  to  develop 
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a policy  of  Jewish  people’s  unity,  even  though  this  position 
is  being  carried  out  by  people  who  waver  and  hesitate. 

If  we  take  all  this  into  consideration,  and  if  we  wish  to  be 
practical,  we  must  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  American 
Jewish  Congress  is,  so  to  speak,  the  logical  organization  which 
can  successfully  assume  the  initiative  to  help  unite  the  Jewish 
people.  The  American  Jewish  Congress  naturally  cannot  do 
this  by  itself.  It  can  only  serve  as  the  initiator,  the  organizer, 
as  it  were.  The  American  Jewish  Congress  must  realize  that 
Jewish  people’s  unity  means  that  the  Jewish  Congress  must 
unite  with  the  Jewish  workers— with  all  the  tendencies  preva- 
lent among  the  Jewish  workers  and  not  with  any  single  one— 
with  the  unity  forces  in  the  American  Jewish  Committee,  with 
the  B’nai  B’rith,  with  the  religious  Jews  of  all  shades,  with 
the  Landsmanschaften,  and  with  all  other  sections  of  the 
Jewish  people  in  America. 

Of  course,  the  prospects  for  a speedy  unification  of  the  Amer- 
ican Jews  would  be  bright  if  not  only  the  American  Jewish 
Congress,  but  also  the  Jewish  Labor  Committee  were  to  be- 
come active  in  this  work.  Together  they  could  no  doubt  ac- 
complish wonders  for  Jewish  people’s  unity.  But  the  Jewish 
Labor  Committee  is  still  under  the  domination  of  the  For- 
ward leadership,  though  we  must  underscore  the  fact  that 
since  the  last  national  convention  of  the  Jewish  Labor  Com- 
mittee, a number  of  favorable  developments  have  come  to  the 
fore.  We  have  reference  here  to  the  fact  that  many  trade  union 
leaders  whose  organizations  are  affiliated  to  the  Jewish  Labor 
Committee  have  begun  to  show  signs— feeble  signs  as  yet— that 
they  intend  to  free  themselves  from  the  Forward  domina- 
tion. The  prospect,  therefore,  looks  good  for  the  role  of  the 
Jewish  workers  in  the  movement  for  Jewish  people’s  unity. 
But  we  must  reckon  with  the  facts  as  they  are.  The  facts  are 
that  the  Jewish  Labor  Committee  is  still  a hindrance  and  not 
a help  to  Jewish  people’s  unity.  We  must  therefore  speak 
today  of  an  orientation  on  the  basis  of  which  every  Jewish 
labor  organization  must  strive  to  exert  its  maximum  influence 
upon  the  leadership  of  the  American  Jewish  Congress,  upon 
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the  unity  forces  in  the  American  Jewish  Congress,  to  assume 
the  initiative  to  achieve  the  unity  of  all  Jews  in  America. 
Precisely  here,  the  Jewish  anti-fascists  have  to  perform  an 
important  task.  It  is  their  special  task  to  convince  the  Jewish 
workers  to  adopt  such  an  orientation. 

But  with  this  task  alone,  the  role  of  the  consistent  anti-fas- 
cists in  the  building  of  Jewish  people’s  unity  is  not  exhausted. 
Their  first  task  remains  to  support  every  movement  and  action 
for  Jewish  people’s  unity,  and,  first  of  all,  to  support  the  in- 
itiative of  the  American  Jewish  Congress.  But  in  order  to 
achieve  this  in  the  best  possible  way,  the  Jewish  anti-fascists 
have  another  task,  to  organize  such  actions  and  movements  in 
the  interests  of  the  Jewish  people,  which  will  stimulate  and 
motivate  other  Jewish  organizations  to  do  likewise,  but  on  a 
greater  scale  and  iji  a manner  which  will  attract  all  the  Jews 
of  America. 

Some  who  might  think  that  there  is  a contradiction  between 
these  two  tasks;  that  the  second  task  requiring  the  anti-fascists 
to  take  steps  of  their  own  in  the  interests  of  the  Jewish  people 
contradicts  the  first  task  which  demands  that  they  support, 
first  of  all,  the  initiative  to  be  assumed  by  other  and  larger 
forces  in  Jewish  life.  The  fact  is,  however,  that  there  is  no 
contradiction  between  the  two.  Life  itself  has  proven  this.  Let 
us  illustrate  what  we  mean: 

Illustration  number  one:  When  the  call  for  help  for  the 
Red  Army  came  to  us  in  America  from  the  Jewish  Anti-Fascist 
Committee  in  Kuibyshev,  the  American  Jewish  anti-fascists 
suggested  that  the  larger  forces  among  the  American  Jews 
organize  the  answer  to  this  call.  But  the  larger  American 
Jewish  forces  wavered  and  hesitated.  Then,  the  Jewish  anti- 
fascists, and  among  them  naturally  the  Communists,  con- 
vinced the  Jewish  organizations  to  which  they  belonged  to 
take  it  upon  themselves  to  answer  the  call.  As  a result,  a num- 
ber of  unity  movements  got  under  way.  For  example,  the  Com- 
mittee of  Jewish  Writers  and  Artists,  the  Jewish  Council  for 
Russian  War  Relief,  and  then  the  excellent  campaign  by  the 
Jewish  Section  of  the  International  Workers  Order  for  Tanks 
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and  Bombers;  and  later  came  the  establishment  of  the  Jewish 
Trade  Union  Committee  for  the  same  purpose. 

What  was  the  total  result  of  all  this?  Was  the  process  of 
Jewish  people’s  unity  thereby  disrupted?  Quite  the  contrary. 
Such  action  stimulated  and  motivated  other  broader  masses 
in  Jewish  life  to  engage  in  this  work,  and  thereby  two  good 
things  happened.  The  campaigns  which  the  anti-fascists  them- 
selves undertook  brought  immediate  and  real  results  in  terms 
of  concrete  help  for  the  Red  Army.  They  produced  widespread 
sympathy  from  the  Jewish  masses  in  behalf  of  those  cam- 
paigns, they  partly  isolated  the  enemies  of  Jewish  people’s 
unity  during  the  course  of  these  campaigns,  and,  most  impor- 
tant of  all,  they  encouraged  the  unity  forces  in  such  organiza- 
tions as  the  American  Jewish  Congress  and  others  to  under- 
take similar  activities  for  the  war  effort  and  to  pursue  to  some 
degree  policies  making  for  Jewish  unity.  What  was  the  result? 
We  obtained  a great  measure  of  Jewish  people’s  unity— thanks 
to  the  stimulating  and  substantial  work  of  the  consistent  anti- 
fascists. 

Illustration  number  two.  In  answer  to  the  most  recent  re- 
ports about  the  outrageous  Nazi  atrocities  committed  against 
Jews,  the  Jewish  People’s  Committee  (an  organization  led  by 
anti-fascists  of  various  tendencies)  addressed  a call  to  all  Jews 
in  America  and  to  all  Jewish  organizations  urging  that  broad 
people’s  action  around  a specific  program  of  demands  be  pre- 
sented to  the  United  Nations.  Jewish  public  opinion,  as  is 
known,  was  thoroughly  aroused  and  the  people  showed  defi- 
nite signs  that  they  were  ready  to  support  such  action.  But  the 
leaders  of  the  larger  Jewish  organizations,  including  those  of 
the  American  Jewish  Congress,  wavered  and  hesitated.  It  took 
quite  some  time  before  a delegation  was  sent  to  the  President, 
and  even  then,  no  specific  demands  were  formulated  except 
the  request  that  the  United  Nations  issue  a warning  to  the 
Nazis.  True,  an  attempt  was  made  to  organize  a Jewish  Day 
of  Mourning  but  a national  Day  of  Mourning  was  not  really 
organized  because  there  was  no  united  Jewish  leadership.  The 
Jewish  People’s  Committee  exerted  all  its  efforts  to  achieve 
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unity,  but  it  did  not  stop  there.  It  organized  a mass  demon- 
stration in  Carnegie  Hall  in  New  York. 

What  were  the  results?  First,  concrete  demands  of  the  Jewish 
people  were  clearly  formulated  there.  A demand  was  made  for 
the  immediate  opening  of  a second  front  in  order  to  speed 
the  victory.  Support  was  extended  to  the  Palestine  Jews  who 
demanded  the  Jewish  Flying  Squadrons  be  organized  to  bomb 
German  cities  in  retaliation  for  the  Nazi  atrocities.  The  de- 
mand was  expressed  for  practical  united  action  by  all  Jewish 
organizations  to  save  the  Jews  from  extermination.  A program 
of  united  action  was  put  forward  to  outlaw  anti-Semitism. 

The  effect  of  that  demonstration  is  felt  to  this  day.  The 
broad  masses  of  Jews  in  America  at  last  saw  a program  of 
united  Jewish  action  with  which  to  combat  Nazi  barbarism. 
Their  desire  to  unite  around  such  a program  was  strengthened 
and  thereby  the  people's  movement  in  behalf  of  a united 
Jewish  war  effort  was  sustained  and  widened.  Moreover,  pre- 
cisely because  the  demand  for  united  Jewish  action  against 
Nazi  barbarism  was  strengthened  among  the  Jewish  masses 
and  the  American  people  generally,  the  leaders  of  the  Ameri- 
can Jewish  Congress  felt  encouraged  and  justified  to  take  the 
initiative  to  organize  a wider  public  response  and  announced 
a public  meeting  in  Madison  Square  Garden  together  with 
the  A.  F.  of  L.,  the  C.I.O.  and  other  non-Jewish  organiza- 
tions. 

In  other  words,  this  illustrates  how  self-initiated  action  by 
the  anti-fascists,  when  the  interests  of  the  Jewish  people  de- 
manded it,  not  only  produced  concrete  results  but  also  stimu- 
lated and  activated  larger  organizations  to  exert  similar  efforts 
on  a wider  scale. 

It  seems  to  us,  therefore,  that  we  proved  our  contention. 
We  have  shown  that  there  is  no  contradiction  between  the 
need  to  support  the  American  Jewish  Congress  and  the  neces- 
sity of  undertaking  independent  actions  in  the  interests  of  the 
Jewish  people.  Both  go  hand  in  hand.  They  both  serve  the 
same  purpose.  They  carry  out  the  central  task  of  the  anti-fas- 
cists, which  is  to  build  Jewish  people’s  unity  and  to  stimulate 
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the  leading  initiative  of  larger  forces  in  Jewish  life  and  espe- 
cially of  the  American  Jewish  Congress. 

Another  thing  must  be  mentioned  here  as  regards  the  role 
of  the  anti-fascists  in  relation  to  Jewish  people’s  unity.  There 
is  a wrong  impression  in  some  quarters  that  the  Jewish  anti- 
fascists, and  especially  the  Jewish  Communists,  are  striving 
with  all  their  might  to  assert  dominance  over  the  unity  of  the 
Jewish  people.  Some,  as  for  instance  the  Forward , frequently 
claim  that  the  Jewish  Communists  don’t  really  care  at  all 
about  Jewish  people’s  unity  but  merely  seek  one  thing— to 
dominate  Jewish  life  in  America.  It  is  perhaps  in  place,  there- 
fore, to  reply  to  this  allegation  briefly  and  to  the  point. 

The  Jewish  anti-fascists,  including  the  Communists,  have 
already  demonstrated  not  only  with  words  but  with  deeds,  that 
they  do  not  seek  dominance  or  hegemony,  not  even  special 
privileges  for  leadership  in  Jewish  life.  They  know  that  as  yet 
they  represent  a minority  of  the  Jewish  people— an  important 
and  decisive  minority,  but  still  a minority.  And  a minority 
cannot  effectively  claim  decisive  leadership,  let  alone  the  right 
to  dominate. 

Jewish  people’s  unity  is  the  first  imperative  for  the  Jewish 
anti-fascists  in  the  present  world  situation— during  the  war 
and  for  a long,  long  time  after  the  war.  The  Jewish  anti-fas- 
cists are  bound  to  that  fundamental  policy  with  a thousand 
threads.  And  since  they  appraise  the  situation  in  America 
realistically  and  practically,  they  have  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  best  way  in  which  they  as  anti-fascists  can  be  of  serv- 
ice to  Jewish  people’s  unity  is  first,  to  support  the  initiative 
and  leadership  of  the  larger  and  broader  forces  in  Jewish  life, 
and  second,  to  stimulate  through  their  own  action  the  initi- 
ative and  leadership  of  those  larger  and  broader  forces.  This 
is  all  very  simple  and  those  who  wish  to  understand  it  can 
easily  do  so.  From  all  this  it  can  be  inferred  that  the  Jewish 
anti-fascists  cannot,  do  not,  and  will  not  seek  dominance  or 
hegemony. 

One  thing  they  do  seek  and  for  this  they  struggle  and  will 
continue  to  struggle.  They  seek  to  live  and  work  as  a part  of 
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the  Jewish  people,  for  they  consider  themselves  part  of  the  Jew- 
ish people.  And  not  only  do  they  thus  consider  themselves  but 
the  majority  of  the  Jewish  people  think  likewise.  And  the  will 
of  the  Jewish  people  will  win  in  the  end. 

And  another  thing.  The  Jewish  anti-fascists  do  not  pretend 
to  be  the  best  section  of  the  Jewish  people.  They  believe,  how- 
ever, that  neither  are  they  the  worst  section  of  the  Jewish 
people.  They  consider  themselves  a worthy  and  useful  section 
of  their  people. 

Lastly,  there  are  some  among  us  who  do  not  wish  to  recog- 
nize the  anti-fascists,  and  among  them  the  Communists,  as  a 
section  of  the  Jewish  people.  Who  these  people  are,  we  know. 
They  are  the  enemies  of  Jewish  people's  unity.  They  are  first 
and  chiefly  the  group  that  leads  the  Forward , dominates  the 
Jewish  Labor  Committee,  and  terrorizes  a large  number  of 
influential  people  and  organizations.  To  these,  the  enemies  of 
Jewish  people’s  unity,  we  say  as  follows:  There  is  no  power  on 
earth  that  can  exclude  from  the  Jewish  people  or  that  can 
keep  outside  of  the  Jewish  pale  the  Jewish  anti-fascists,  in- 
cluding the  Jewish  Communists.  We  say  this  for  the  simple 
reason  that  the  Jewish  anti-fascists  are  so  closely  bound  up 
with  the  Jewish  people  that  they  may  be  excluded  only  if  the 
whole  Jewish  people  is  excluded.  There  is  still  another  thing 
we  should  like  to  say  to  the  enemies  of  Jewish  people’s  unity: 
Those  among  them  who  will  remain  stubborn  and  will  insist 
that,  once  and  for  all,  the  American  Jewish  Communists  and 
the  anti-fascists  generally  must  be  placed  outside  the  Jewish 
pale  will  in  the  end  remove  themselves  from  Jewish  life.  They 
will  themselves  remain  outside  the  Jewish  pale. 

Life  itself  has  already  demonstrated  that  the  policy  in  be- 
half of  Jewish  people’s  unity  for  which  the  Jewish  anti-fascists 
strive  is  not  only  correct,  but  is  already  beginning  to  bring 
results.  Life  itself  has  already  indicated  many  notable  achieve- 
ments on  the  road  to  Jewish  people’s  unity.  One  of  the  most 
recent  indications  of  such  achievements,  though  admittedly 
not  among  the  most  important  ones,  was  the  formation  of  the 
“Morning  Freiheit  Association  ” The  “Association,”  as  is 
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known,  was  founded  for  a very  practical  purpose.  The  purpose 
was  to  accept  the  proposal  of  the  owners  of  th e “Morning 
Freiheit  Publishing  Company”  to  take  over  the  political  and 
social  direction  of  that  Jewish  anti-fascist  people’s  newspaper. 
The  “Association”  has  taken  upon  itself  to  develop  the  work 
of  the  Morning  Freiheit  in  such  a way  that  the  paper  may 
become  in  a full  measure  the  unifying  center  for  all  consistent 
Jewish  anti-fascists  in  America.  This  will  give  the  Jewish  anti- 
fascists an  opportunity  to  exert  a greater  influence  and  do 
more  useful  work  for  broad  Jewish  people’s  unity  which  the 
larger  forces  in  Jewish  life  will  have  to  lead. 

It  is  necessary  to  point  out  that  in  the  <cMorning  Freiheit 
Association”  are  to  be  found  workers  and  leaders  of  various 
political  tendencies.  They  work  together  for  one  general  pur- 
pose: to  unite  and  bring  together  all  the  consistent  anti-fascist 
forces  in  Jewish  life  so  that  they  may  make  a larger  and  more 
effective  contribution  to  Jewish  people’s  unity.  On  such  a 
platform  both  Communists  and  non-Communists  are  now 
working  in  the  “ Morning  Freiheit  Association,”  and  the  pros- 
pect is  that  their  joint  anti-fascist  collaboration  will  develop 
and  become  strengthened  from  day  to  day. 

It  is  true  that  a number  of  people  have  had  doubts  whether 
such  collaboration  would  be  possible  or  practicable.  It  was 
said  that  ideological  and  programmatic  differences  among  the 
anti-fascists  would  not  permit  them  to  work  together  to  build 
up  a Jewish  anti-fascist  people’s  newspaper,  even  if  its  chief 
purpose  was  to  build  Jewish  people’s  unity.  It  was  also  said 
every  attempt  to  suppress  ideological  questions  and  differences 
of  opinion  would  be  harmful.  It  has  already  been  shown, 
however,  that  all  these  fears  were  completely  unjustified. 

Life  itself  has  demonstrated  that  in  order  to  have  anti-fas- 
cists of  all  tendencies  build  a people’s  newspaper  and  a general 
center  for  their  social  activities,  it  is  not  necessary  to  suppress 
ideological  questions  and  difference  of  opinion.  One  can  talk 
about  these  problems,  discuss  them  and  hammer  out  differ- 
ences in  a way  that  is  beneficial  to  all.  It  is  necessary, 
however,  to  be  on  guard  not  to  permit  discussions  of 
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such  differences  to  become  a matter  of  sharp  struggle 
to  divide  and  separate  the  masses,  fn  practice  we  have 
seen  that  it  is  possible  to  conduct  a paper  in  such  a fashion, 
ft  can  be  done  if  one  bears  steadily  in  mind  the  fact  that  ques- 
tions of  ideology  and  ultimate  objectives  are  now  not  the  main 
thing,  but  rather  that  the  main  consideration  now  is  Jewish 
people’s  unity— victory  over  fascism  and  the  extermination  of 
fascism,  ff  one  bears  this  clearly  in  mind,  and  if  one’s  daily 
work  is  guided  by  this  thought,  then  it  is  possible  to  have 
ideological  discussions  and  serious  exchange  of  opinion  about 
problems  of  programmatic  objectives  and  yet  not  produce  a 
mass  discussion  and  injury  to  united  anti-fascist  action  and 
Jewish  people’s  unity. 

Therefore  we  believe  that  though  the  formation  of  the 
“Morning  Freiheit  Association”  is  not  among  the  most  im- 
portant events  in  the  development  of  Jewish  people’s  unity, 
it  is  nevertheless  of  such  character  as  to  throw  a bright  light 
upon  the  unity  movement  and  upon  the  ripeness  of  the  mo- 
ment for  a closer  alliance  between  all  the  consistent  anti-fascist 
forces,  fn  the  last  analysis,  this  stems  from  the  fact  that  the 
broad  Jewish  people’s  unity  is  itself  becoming  more  ripe  and 
powerful  from  day  to  day . 

We  should  also  mention  that  the  “Morning  Freiheit  Asso- 
ciation” in  its  public  declarations  strongly  emphasized  the 
need  for  united  Jewish  effort  in  behalf  of  Jewish  culture.  In 
the  circles  of  the  “Morning  Freiheit  Association”  it  is  clearly 
understood  that  spreading  and  building  Jewish  culture  at  the 
present  time  is  itself  a force  for  the  survival  of  our  people  and 
for  saving  them  from  the  fascist  menace,  and  for  the  future 
of  the  people. 

Let  us  therefore  always  hold  high  the  honor  and  pride  of 
the  Jewish  people!  Let  us  awaken  their  courage  and  rouse 
their  will  to  struggle!  Let  us  strengthen  their  forces  for  victory 
over  the  worst  enemy  that  we  have  ever  had!  Let  us  earn, 
through  our  contribution  toward  this  victory,  an  honored 
place  in  a free  life  among  the  peoples  of  the  world  after  the 
victory! 
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